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A. RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS  
 
FWP considered all of the public comments. Below are excerpts from the original comments (or a paraphrase of the comments) and the department’s 
response. The comments are organized topically based on the section of the Draft Plan addressed in the comment, or under “Other Topics.” The 
Comment I.D. is associated with the original comment (see Appendix A).  

Response  
Number 

Comment  
Number 

 
Comment 

 
Response 

GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
1 A3-a The FMP is clear and very thorough, and we offer 

comments throughout. Suggested additions are 
underlined, deletions are struck through, and comments 
are italicized.    

Thank you for these suggestions; several changes were made 
in appropriate places in Part I of the Plan.  

2 B2-c The BLM would greatly appreciate any help MFWP can 
provide with monitoring proper operation, and even help 
with maintenance, of the windmills.   

The value of windmill or other wind-driven aerators to the 
fisheries at many of the BLM ponds is undeniable, 
particularly during mild winters with little or short durations 
of snow cover.  The value is less significant during substantial 
winters with extended periods of snow cover. Despite the 
benefits, the constant maintenance required by aerators has 
the potential to have a significant impact on FWP staff time 
and budgets.  The capacity of the two FWP Regions to 
participate in this effort is provided below.  
 
In Region 6 (northeast Montana), the staff manages a number 
of ponds with windmill aeration systems.  As part of a 
cooperative effort to provide quality fishing opportunities 
across the Hi-Line, the BLM offices in Havre and Glasgow 
have purchased windmill parts and methanol.  FWP fisheries 
crews perform all the annual maintenance and winterization 
duties.  It is the goal of R6 fisheries staff to continue this 
productive and efficient working relationship with BLM.  
The Region 7 fisheries program (southeast Montana) does 
agree to stock and maintain a public access fishery if the 
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landowner (private or public) purchases, installs, and 
maintains the aerators.  Considering the benefits and request 
for assistance with aerators the Region 7 fish staff will make 
an effort to inspect, diagnose problem and contact BLM about 
the status of aerators.  This effort will occur while conducting 
annual fish sampling and pond depth inspections.  On a case-
by-case basis FWP staff can assist BLM with repairs but 
cannot accept being the primary responsibility for aerator 
installation or maintenance.    
 

3 B4-a However, I am concerned with the fact that it appears 
you are creating a plan that you will put in place and 
follow for the next 6 years.  And even though you state 
in the introduction that the plan provides for enough 
flexibility to allow for adaptive management during 
implementation – there is no mention of how, where or 
when any changes to the plan can be made.   

FWP received several comments asking for more details on 
how the agency would evaluate the plan, and how changes 
would be made to the plan if conditions change.  Similarly, 
they requested more information on adaptive management 
and assurance that those implementing the plan would have 
enough flexibility to accommodate changing conditions. FWP 
appreciates these questions and recommendations. In 
response, FWP added a new section to the plan in Part I called 
Plan Evaluation and Updates that provides more detail on 
how FWP will evaluate the plan (between formal revisions).  
 
The final plan also includes a new section in Part I called Plan 
Evaluation and Adaptive Management.  This section explains 
further how the plan is intended to provide direction to 
decision-makers at a program level but allow for adaptability 
during implementation.  The section also provides more detail 
explaining that the plan is intended to strike a balance 
between providing clear enough direction to aid decision-
makers to avoid constant changes in approach, but also 
enough flexibility so that decision-makers can adapt to 
changes in the biological and physical environment.  

4 B4-b I strongly believe that management of the state’s 
resources needs to be based on scientific and biological 
data.  That data that is used by the FWP staff to develop 

FWP agrees that scientific and biological data should play an 
important role in management decisions. The public’s 
interests, views, and concerns are also determining factors in 
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recommendations that you refer to in the plan should be 
the basis for management direction.  Public input can be 
considered but it should not take priority over good 
sound judgment and proper management.  And frankly 
there should never be any management direction that is 
based on “purely political reasons”. 

decision-making. FWP seeks a balance that takes into account 
the needs of the resource and the interests of the public. Very 
often these are compatible. Sometimes these are in conflict, or 
the interests of the public are in conflict with each other. FWP 
attempts to accommodate a variety of interests without 
degrading the resources or the value of the experience. 

5 C4-a However, we are concerned that the document is 
primarily a catalogue of existing programs and policies 
of MFWP, rather than a blueprint for future management 
activities. In general, we think Montana’s first Statewide 
Fisheries Management planning effort should result in a 
strategic plan for the next six years, with clear goals, 
objectives and metrics for improving the state’s fishery 
and its habitat.  

This is Montana’s first statewide fisheries management plan. 
The comment is correct in observing that the plan documents 
the existing fisheries programs (fisheries management, 
fisheries habitat, and fishing access and recreation 
management). FWP sees value in having a comprehensive 
resource where the public, staff and decision-makers can refer 
to these programs, including the goals and a description of 
current operations and/or areas of work. The plan provides 
guidance and direction for those implementing projects and 
programs, yet allows for enough flexibility to recognize the 
wide array of conditions that can be encountered. The plan 
intentionally does not identify specific objectives for 
implementation; this type of detailed information is more 
applicable when developing and implementing projects or 
conducting work within a particular program. Over time, in 
future iterations of this plan, FWP may choose to insert more 
detailed objectives into the plan. There will always be a need 
to refrain from being too specific in a plan that is intended to 
serve a long period of time and across the entire state. It is 
important to remember that the primary purpose and value of 
the plan is to provide overarching guidance and direction 
while retaining flexibility for those in charge of implementing 
the plan.  

6 C4-b It would also be helpful to see a budget that includes 
information for each activity within the Fisheries 
Management Program  

FWP budgets are not structured in the way necessary to 
provide the information you request. This is because most of 
the  sub-programs described in this Plan under Fisheries 
Management do not have specific budgets but are 
implemented by regional and statewide personnel and are 
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embedded within larger, generalized project budgets.  FWP 
can provide budget information upon reasonable request. 

7 C4-c Part I   
 
Overall organization and layout of the document could 
be revised to better delineate between headings and 
subheadings. A table of contents could also greatly assist 
the reader in understanding organization and finding 
information.  

FWP has made some formatting changes to the proposed 
Final Plan to improve organization and makes it easier for the 
reader to locate topics of interest.  

8 F2-d Your public meeting held around the state to discuss this 
plan has had as few as three members of the public 
show-up.  This indicates a failure of adequate public 
notice.    

FWP agrees that public participation is very important. FWP 
solicited participation through numerous avenues including 
statewide and regional press releases, postcard mailed to 1500 
people, a web page devoted to the planning process, meetings 
with angling groups and regional citizen advisory committees, 
an article in Montana Outdoors magazine, and at least one 
public meetings in each region plus Helena headquarters. The 
public comment period was extended by two weeks in 
response to people requesting more time to review the draft 
plan (47 days total). FWP received comments from 77 people, 
groups, and agencies. FWP is pleased with the number and 
substance of the comments submitted. 

9 G2-a I feel a statewide management plan for fish is a laudable 
endeavor. However, that said, the idea needs to be put 
out to the public over a much longer period of time than 
the current proposal has been. Reading a document 
consisting of nearly a ream of copy paper does not mean 
you even start to comprehend the proposal. Reading it 
several times does not achieve that goal either. This idea 
should be discussed across the state, not just at meetings 
with 10 or so people attending. It should be done at 
organized meetings of angler groups and with input 
from those folks, the average fisher person, not the 
executives of the groups only. A time frame of two years 
is not out of question. 

See response number 8. 
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10 G3-a In the Introduction to the plan, it states the plan will help 
guide regulation setting, budget and project 
prioritization, and routine management decision making.   
That all sounds good, but I am struggling with how it 
assists in the budget and project prioritization process.  
Maybe it is something I just missed, but being that this 
is a 6 year plan, and it covers all the water bodies in the 
state -- how are priorities for management directions in 
the plan set?    The Introduction to the plan also states 
the plan provides for flexibility to allow for adaptive 
management during implementation.  Yet it is mute, as 
to how, where, and when changes can be made to the 
management directions outlined in the plan.  I 
commented on this in more detail in the general 
comment section as a concern. 

The plan provides guidance to those setting budget and 
project priorities. FWP anticipates that decision-makers will 
consult the plan prior to making these decisions. The plan 
intentionally strikes a balance between providing enough 
direction and guidance to be of use to decision-makers but 
still allows enough flexibility to take into account the many 
different variables that arise during project and budget 
prioritization and implementation. 
 
See response number 3 for response to question on how 
changes can be made to the plan.  

11 G3-h I commend the department and staff for the efforts in 
putting together a statewide plan, I think the general 
principal and concept is a good idea.      However, I am 
concerned with the fact that it appears you are creating a 
plan that you will put in place and follow for the next 6 
years.  And even though you state in the introduction 
that the plan provides for enough flexibility to allow for 
adaptive management during implementation -- there is 
no mention of how, where, or when any changes to the 
plan can be made. 

See response number 3. 

12 G5-b Encourage more stores to promote non lead tackle by 
listing them on the FWP web site and in the regulations.  
List or provide links to non-lead jig sources - small jig 
and sinker suppliers are easy to find but bigger non lead 
jigs (1 oz. plus) and sinkers are difficult to find. 

Due to a number of reasons, it is unlikely that FWP would 
promote such listings as suggested; however FWP will 
consider messages encouraging the consideration and use of 
non-lead tackle alternatives.  The current Fishing Regulations 
do contain a section on Safe Fishing Tackle that promotes the 
use of non-lead weights and jigs. 

13 H1-b The plan is supposed to be an evolving, revisable and 
transparent document. I didn’t see a defined plan for 
review and revision of the plan. There NEEDS to be a 

See response number 3. 



Decision Notice for Statewide Fisheries Management Plan 
 

9 
 

very clear and definitive process outlined in the overall 
plan that states the review and revision process. This 
would include an annual or bi-annual time that is also 
clearly written that defines exactly when and how the 
plan will be reviewed and revised. It is a very poor 
example of an evolving document without that included. 

14 H1-e One other thing, the overall Management Plan needs to 
have a specific way of reviewing and revising the 
Fisheries Management Program.  The draft does NOT 
outline any specific method of the alleged evolving 
document to be reviewed.  How effective is a 6 year 
"transparent" plan without a dedicated review/revising 
process? 

See response number 3. 

15 H4-a My only concern with the plan is one that I heard others 
voice in the meeting and that is that the plan is flexible 
enough so that changes can be made if biology, weather, 
water loss or unknown conditions alter the waters or 
their inhabitants. The assurance at the meeting was that 
it had definite wiggle room 

See response number 3. 

16 I3-a We believe the most popular fish species are rainbow 
trout, brook trout, perch, kokanee, northern pike, 
walleye and bass.  The plan intends to suppress these 
species whenever there is a conflict between native fish 
and these non-native fish.  It seems angling 
opportunities will likely be reduced.    

Angling opportunity will be locally reduced for the species 
being suppressed, but in almost all waters where suppression 
is likely to occur, the species being protected will still provide 
angling opportunity. It is useful to keep in mind that in some 
instances the suppression efforts are in response to a recent 
illegal introduction or surge in the population of the undesired 
species, meaning that the angling opportunity provided by 
these fish has been only recently created.  Anglers should not 
expect these opportunities to be long-lasting.   

17 I3-b Northerns are indeed a popular fish species in Montana.  
Yet your planned management is, “Within trout waters 
(both east and west of the continental divide) the 
management goal is suppression.”  In Northwest 
Montana, virtually all of our lakes and streams are trout 
waters, so it seems this plan is intent on killing off this 

Your quote failed to include the rest of the sentence.  The 
entire sentence reads: “Within trout waters (both east and 
west of the continental divide) the management goal is 
suppression, to limit increase in distribution, limit new 
populations, and even eradication in certain instances.”  
While this does contemplate the possibility of “killing off” 
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popular fish in Northwest Montana.    some northern pike populations, the phrase “limit increase in 
distribution” is intended to apply to situations like the Clark 
Fork River or Flathead River where eradication is not 
practical or cost-effective. In these situations it is likely there 
will always be fishable populations of pike, but look to FWP 
to expend effort to contain their spread and abundance.    

18 I3-c Our review of the plan did not find any place where 
angling opportunities take priority over native fish 
management.   

Angling opportunities and native fish management are not 
mutually exclusive, and in fact FWP strives to provide 
angling opportunities for native fish whenever possible. 
Please re-read the Background section under the Fish 
Management Program to better understand how we try to 
conduct native fish management in locations that do not 
restrict angling for non-natives.  A good example would be 
the Madison River, where cutthroat trout (and not brown or 
rainbow trout) are the native species and rainbow and brown 
trout are the popular (non-native) sport fisheries and support 
the vast majority of the angling pressure.  Because of the 
importance of this non-native fishery, FWP restoration efforts 
for cutthroat trout are restricted to tributaries of the Madison 
River, leaving non-native trout management as the first 
priority in the mainstem. 

19 K1-a Four years is too long when a new plan is taking affect. I 
would like to see the regulations reviewed and 
reexamined at least once a year using public input and 
biologists suggestions as fish populations and suitability 
of the habitat can change drastically within a year in 
different drainages. 

See response number 3. 

20 L1-a I visited your website, and attempted to download the 
.pdf file for Part II of your management plan.  I could 
not.  I am a biologist, a programmer, a staistician of 
sorts, and I am savvy to to technical issues associated 
with file formats.  I also use a Mac on my own time (like 
millions of people), and a PC running Microsoft XP pro 
at work.  When I click on the "PDF" icon to download 

FWP looked into this concern but was unable to discover a 
problem. FWP apologizes if there was a computer issue that 
prevented someone from viewing the draft plan and hopes 
that this was an isolated incident. 
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your documents, my Mac tells me I am attempting to 
download a file named "fwp.Doc.html",  no matter 
which specific icon I click.  This is not acceptable.    
Please make the full version of your documents 
available to general public.  Then, I will comment. 

21 S3-a I feel that it should be re-evaluated more often, maybe 
every 2 to 3 years, and in addition I think that the plan 
and the management directions need to be put out and 
evaluated on a regional basis.    

See response number 3. 

22 S3-b Therefore, it definitely needs documentation of how, 
where or when any changes can be make. 

See response number 3. 

23 U2-a I would argue the plan could go further on priorities to 
telegraph to partners where key synergistic opportunities 
lie.  Goals in the plan are loosely defined, and objectives 
largely missing.  Partnerships can be an effective tool to 
increase the limited budgets of agencies.  Your Plan is 
less likely to motivate potential partners to invest in the 
management of the state’s fisheries.  This could partially 
be a result of not having clear objectives.  Without 
objectives it is hard to see where a partner may have the 
best fit or most interest in teaming-up with the state.  

FWP appreciates the intentions of this comment and 
recognize the importance of partnerships in being able to 
effectively manage and improve our aquatic habitats in 
Montana.  The U.S. Forest Service has been a key partner for 
many years. Your suggestion to include objectives under the 
Program goals in Part I may not be the most effective way to 
identify partnering opportunities, in part because Part I is 
structured to describe fisheries management activities more at 
the Programmatic level.  Rather, it may be helpful to read 
through the Narrative portions of the drainage plans 
(especially the Habitat and Special Management Issues 
sections) as well as the “Habitat Needs and Activities” line in 
the Management tables for each drainage.  It is in these 
locations that the plan identifies issues or projects that could 
be accomplished more quickly with partners. 

24 W1-a We are very concerned that few will make public 
comment due to the short length of the comment period. 

See response number 8. 

25 W1-b How are changes (to the plan) going to be addressed 
(meetings/public input, Commission rulings??) 

See response number 3. 

FISH MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
 
26 B1-a So I believe that having fishing access closer to town We couldn’t agree more with the sentiment of this comment.  
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and stocking ponds to support and   encourage our youth 
to fish will have a great impact on the future of fishing 
in Montana.  This may take some cooperation between 
agencies, but again what is the benefit to our youth?    

Fishing is a wholesome and healthy lifetime activity, and 
providing easily accessible opportunities for youth angling 
increases the extent which youth utilize and hopefully become 
lifetime participants. It is for these reasons that  the 
Community Pond Program was developed during the 2003 
Legislative session. Since its inception, this program has 
developed nearly 20 public-accessible projects in all corners 
of the state, including the Home Run Pond in Glasgow. 
Interested parties can apply through the FWP website. 

27 B2-a The proposed plan should include direction that helps 
restore imperiled native species (eg, bull trout, westslope 
cutthroat trout) by actively protecting them from 
predation, competition, and hybridization from non-
native species, and by actively seeking to reduce or 
eliminate nonnative species. 

There is no question that introduced, non-native fish have 
impacted and will continue to influence the presence and 
abundance of a wide-range of native fish species throughout 
Montana.  FWP is however, committed to maintaining viable 
populations of all native fish species, while also maintaining a 
diversity of angling opportunities for both native and non-
native sport fish.  While predation, competition and 
hybridization from non-native species can be addressed in 
some waters, it is not possible or necessary to address these 
threats in all locations that non-native species occupy.  In 
many locations FWP has and will continue to implement 
programs that minimize the impacts of non-native species 
where such efforts are biologically necessary, technically 
feasible and socially acceptable.  The Plan offers many 
examples of such programs including angling regulations that 
encourage harvest of non-native trout, northern pike, walleye, 
and smallmouth bass in drainages like the Blackfoot, Clark 
Fork, Clearwater, Flathead, Shields and Tongue river 
drainages to benefit such native species bull trout, cutthroat 
trout and sauger.  In addition, to protect and secure bull and 
cutthroat trout populations, FWP has completed, is 
developing, or is actively involved in numerous efforts that 
utilize chemical toxicants (i.e., rotenone), gillnets, 
electrofishing and migratory barriers to suppress, eradicate 
and prevent invasion of non-native trout in select tributary 
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streams and lakes in drainages like the Big Hole, lower Clark 
Fork, Madison, South Fork Flathead and Swan.           

28 B4-c The goals of the management program include restoring 
native fish populations, their habitats, life cycles, etc. 
whenever possible.  What does “Whenever possible” 
really mean?  I can see some people taking this to the 
extreme, that will say you must do these things at the 
expense of everything else or at any cost – dollar wise or 
to any other resource and that makes me wonder if this 
couldn’t be clarifies.  
 

This comment is referring to Goal 2 of the Fish Management 
Program, which uses the term “whenever possible” in 
reference to angling opportunities for natives species: “…and 
to ensure angling opportunities whenever possible.” A review 
of the Montana Fishing Regulations will show that FWP has 
been diligent in meeting this goal.  Angling opportunities are 
provided for all native game species, except for the 
endangered sturgeon species and most (but not all) bull trout 
populations.  Otherwise, harvest is allowed for many 
populations of sauger, cutthroat trout, paddlefish, shovelnose 
sturgeon, burbot, channel catfish, Arctic grayling and 
mountain whitefish. Even in situations where harvest is not 
allowed, catch-and-release angling is permitted. 

29 B4-d Also I am wondering if again I just missed a section 
somewhere, but I couldn’t really find anything regarding 
enforcement.  Frankly this is a weak link in the program 
now as far as I am concerned.  All the effort to develop 
management plans, rules, and regulations aren’t worth 
much if there isn’t some follow through to see that they 
are being followed.  Prime example this summer was an 
angler who observed some people filleting a number of 
slot fish at the fish cleaning station at Holter – and told 
them they should expect a visit from a warden – and 
their response was, “we will just tell him we caught 
them all below the dam and there won’t be a damned 
thing they can do about it” – so nothing ever happened.  
There is very limited enforcement of the regs and some 
regs we have like the No Limit below Holter at the very 
least create the perception by the public that things like 
the slot limit at Holter simply cannot be enforced. 

Regional fisheries staff has a good working relationship with 
the enforcement staff responsible for compliance with 
regulations adopted by the FWP Commission. Efforts are 
taken to solicit input at the appropriate level of the 
Enforcement Bureau for new or changes to fishing regulations 
before the change is submitted to the FWP Commission. 
Depending on the area impacted, a proposed regulation 
change may be reviewed by the enforcement chief, the 
regional warden captain(s), the regional warden sergeant(s), 
and the district warden(s) to assess support and the ability to 
enforce the proposed regulation. Enforcement priorities of 
adopted regulations are determined by fisheries and 
enforcement staff based on many factors including 
compliance issues, tips from the public, warden workloads, 
and time of year. Consequently, enforcement efforts remain 
very dynamic depending on the needs at that time. The 
example referenced in this comment where an angler 
observed people filleting a number of slot fish at the cleaning 
station that appeared illegal is a good example of a situation 
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that the district warden would have investigated if FWP staff 
or the TIPMONT had been notified in a timely basis. 
However, discussions with the regional warden staff 
determined that no call was ever received by FWP or TIP-
Mont regarding this situation; the district warden in that area 
is highly skilled in interviewing and would have worked to 
the best of his ability to determine the truth and cite the 
individuals if there were violations. FWP wardens cannot be 
everywhere all the time, which creates the perception that 
there is very limited enforcement of the regulations; 
assistance from ethical anglers where information is collected 
that identifies the potential violators and reported to the local 
sheriff’s office or TIP-Mont is essential to address violations. 
Issues similar to this have been possible since the slot limit 
was implemented on Holter Lake since the Missouri River 
below Holter Dam has never had a slot limit in effect.   

30 B4-e The issues about illegal fish introductions and AIS 
problems need to be taken seriously.  Why do we have a 
law that says the maximum fine is $1,000 for an illegal 
fish transplant?  That is a joke.  I understand that the law 
may also provide for restitution for the costs of fixing it, 
but since in most cases there is no fix, it seems like the 
fines should be significant and provide an incentive to 
follow the law.  

The fines are somewhat more substantial that your comments 
states.  Under the Aquatic Invasive Species Act, illegal 
introductions can be considered an illegal activity which has a 
penalty of up to 2 years in prison and a fine of up to $5,000 
for an introduction that has occurred purposefully. (MCA 80-
7-1001-1014).  Noentheless your point is well taken, and 
FWP recognizes the need to create disincentives for these 
illegal actions.  Please see the new section on Illegal 
Introductions in Part I of the Plan under the Fish Management 
Program.  

31 B7-a Could also include contacts for the Blackfeet Tribe 
where the public could get further information on the 
fisheries resources.     

Contact information of the sort requested here is beyond the 
scope of this plan.   

32 B7-b Reclamation requires a Special Use Permit (SUP) for all 
fishing tournaments held on Reclamation facilities.  

Changes have been made in the text to reflect the fact that 
other permits may be required on waters not owned or 
operated by FWP. 

33 B7-d   Reclamation understands that the management plan 
cannot address every species in the fisheries 

FWP agrees that monitoring and management of fish listed 
under the federal ESA, like all species, can be complex and 
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management plan, but the plan does not mention non-
game species or important prey species that may be 
necessary for the recovery of federally listed species.   

requires considerations of physical habitat and the entire 
species assemblage (i.e., predator and prey).  However, the 
Plan was not intended as a document that addresses in detail 
the range and complexity of these issues for listed species.     
 
While it is apparent that a major limiting factor for pallid 
sturgeon recovery is federally managed impoundments of the 
Missouri and Yellowstone rivers (i.e., Fort Peck Dam and 
Intake Diversion Dam), FWP is an active partner in efforts to 
identify and monitor all issues related to the species recovery.  
For example, FWP has and will continue annual surveys to 
monitor non-game fish species in the Missouri River above 
and below Fort Peck Reservoir.  Included in these sampling 
efforts are “targeted” species, including sicklefin and sturgeon 
chub (both Montana Species of Concern), that may provide 
information concerning current and future habitat conditions 
that are important for pallid sturgeon recovery.  We also 
anticipate that recently completed fisheries research by 
Montana State University (MSU) will provide a foundation 
for continued monitoring, by FWP or partners, of potential 
pallid sturgeon prey species in the lower Yellowstone River.  
Finally, FWP is supporting additional MSU research, being 
initiated in 2013, that will investigate food web dynamics and 
pallid sturgeon carry capacity in the Missouri and 
Yellowstone rivers.           
 

34 C4-d We agree that a comprehensive AIS strategy is essential 
to preventing the establishment of AIS in our 
waterways. What we’d like to see in a Statewide 
Fisheries Management Plan is a clear direction, goals, 
time frame and budget for establishing this multi-
facetted program.    

The State of Montana has a Comprehensive AIS Management 
Plan that outlines the requirements that the commenter 
mentions.  This has been referenced in the AIS section.  The 
AIS Management Plan was approved by the Governor in 2002 
and is currently being updated with a new version to be 
finalized in 2013. 

35 C4-f We understand that a 2007 MOU exists regarding the 
conservation of westslope cutthroat trout, but we would 

Habitat improvement projects are generally developed and 
prioritized on a local and regional level where direct local 
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like a Statewide Fisheries Management Plan to lay out 
the specific prioritized activities that MWFP has 
identified with regard to improving habitat conditions.   

knowledge can best address specific habitat concerns, needs, 
partnerships and funding opportunities.  Habitat efforts are 
critical to the effective management of all fish species, and 
FWP biologists, partner agencies, organizations, and 
watershed groups allocate a considerable amount of their 
efforts in addressing local concerns.  Prioritizing the large 
suite of habitat improvement activities on a state-wide level 
would be unnecessarily burdensome, and may inhibit locally 
driven efforts.  That said, through statewide planning efforts, 
i.e., Comprehensive Fish and Wildlife Life Strategy, and the 
State Wildlife Action Plan (under development), habitat 
“focus areas” have and will be prioritized to receive federal 
State Wildlife Grant (SWG) and matching state funds.  Over 
last several years, these SWG dollars have been exclusively 
directly towards the Big Hole River drainage and habitat 
improvement efforts that benefit native Arctic grayling.     

36 F2-a IN Northwest Montana, virtually all of our lakes and 
streams are trout waters, so it seems this plan is intent on 
killing off this popular fish in Northwest Montana. 

All of the northern pike west of the Continental Divide are the 
result of illegal plants. Northern pike also have the potential 
to impact other game fish species, particularly native fish in 
some locations. Therefore pike are managed with liberal bag 
limits (Suppression) in the Western Fishing District. More 
aggressive strategies such as chemical removal are used in 
some individual waters with high impacts on other fisheries 
and a high chance of success for control. 
 

37 F2-b One change we would like to see in the final plan is that 
if a popular angling opportunity for a non-native fishery 
will be impacted by native fish management, then the 
non-native fish being suppressed musty be enhanced 
elsewhere.  This will constitute a fair and balanced plan 
between native fish management and angling 
opportunities.  

In principle, FWP would like to be able to replace suppressed 
non-native fisheries as the commentor suggests. The problem 
is finding barren waters suitable for that species or finding 
waters where the introduction of that species wouldn’t be in 
conflict with existing fisheries.  As such, making an across 
the board commitment to replace all suppressed fisheries 
might not be practical or cost-effective.  Nonetheless, FWP 
will consider opportunities to replace lost fisheries on a case-
by-case basis and as opportunities arise. 
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38 G2-b I still have heart burn with including the triploid 
walleyes program as a component of the plan. Clearly, it 
is not achieving the intent of the promoters of the 
program. As long as fertile walleye come down the 
river, in Wyoming, from Boysen Dam, the whole 
program is futile 

The triploid walleye program for Bighorn Lake is part of 
FWPs attempt to maintain a walleye stocking program in the 
lake while trying to maintain and enhance the genetically pure 
sauger population that exists above Yellowtail Dam.  A major 
concern is that this population of sauger is the only remaining 
unhybridized sauger population left in Montana or Wyoming.  
Because of significant declines in sauger populations 
throughout their range and hybridization with walleye, there 
has been discussion and a push by different groups to have 
sauger listed as a threatened species under the Threatened and 
Endangered Species Act.  It is likely there will be future 
attempts to list sauger.  If they are listed and the Fish and 
Wildlife Service takes over sauger management, there could 
be serious impacts to FWP walleye stocking and management 
programs statewide.  FWP’s viewpoint is that it is critical to 
be able to show that the agency is managing to protect and 
enhance sauger in the event that a listing attempt does occur.  
As a result, FWP’s perspective is that the extra cost of the 
triploid walleye program is justified. 

39 G3-d It is a serious issue but I don't think trying to be the 
"nice guy" who just gives every violator a warning is 
going to make people think twice about whether they are 
in compliance or not. In fact Minnesota has 
implemented a law I believe that if you are stopped 
towing a boat with the drain plug still in, you will be 
fined $100. Bilge water being transported is a concern. 

Intentional illegal fish introductions have a penalty of up to 
$5000 and 2 years of prison time.  FWP considers AIS a very 
serious threat and has a very extensive prevention program, 
which inspected more than 22,000 watercraft in 2012 and 
monitored nearly 400 sites for the presence of AIS. 
 

40 G3-i From watching what happened when the No Limit on 
walleye regulation was implemented by members of the 
FWP Commission, contrary to the scientific and 
biological data and FWP staff recommendations -- this 
management direction is not acceptable.  Yet I don't 
have any idea if this is the type of input that is 
appropriate regarding the development of a statewide 
plan?    And that is also why I have concerns about the 

It is appropriate to comment on the walleye No Limit below 
Holter Dam as part of this Plan,  not because FWP is 
developing specific regulations, but because the agency is 
developing management directions for individual waters.  To 
this end, you will find that rainbow and brown trout are the 
primary species FWP is managing for in the Missouri River 
between Holter Dam and Cascade. Because the duration of 
this plan is six years, this also means that FWP is committing 
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effect of adopting a statewide plan that goes for the next 
6 years that doesn't provide any clue how anything will 
be allowed to be changed    

to maintaining this management priority for the 6-year 
duration.  In theory, the specific regulations for walleye (or 
rainbow trout) could be changed during this time, providing it 
was consistent with the management direction outlined in the 
plan. 

41 G5-a Improve/increase species identification charts/signs. 
Provide side by side comparisons for lake trout - bull 
trout; brook trout - bull trout; cutthroat trout - rainbow 
trout.     

FWP recognizes this need, and we are in the final stages of 
developing a catch-and-release brochure that will provide 
drawings that should aid in the ability of anglers to 
distinguish between bull/brook trout and cutthroat/rainbow 
trout. 

42 G5-c Encourage using single hooks (trebles still okay) on 
lures to facilitate releasing fish.  Unhooking fish whether 
or not you plan to release them is easier if one hook of a 
treble hook is cut off.  On the two remaining hooks, one 
can be used as a "handle" to remove the other embedded 
hook.  

The 2013 Fishing Regulations booklet will include new 
guidance in the section on Catch-and-Release Angling which 
is aimed at educating the angler to the best gear to use and 
ways to release fish to ensure the best chance of survival. The 
value of using a single hook rather than a treble hook to 
increase survival is included in this new guidance. 

43 G5-d Release fish if the day is hot.  Fish don't keep well and 
don't taste great after aluminum foil entombment in a 
freezer. Limit photography of fish if you plan to release 
them   

See response to comment G5-a about the new catch-and-
release brochure which will recommend limiting time for 
photos to reduce stress on the fish. FWP attempts to reduce 
stress and mortality to fish when water temperatures are hot 
through drought-related fishing restrictions (see Regulation 
Setting Process section in Part I of the Plan for more 
information).  

44 G5-e Changes: Raise limits on nonnative species in water 
bodies where the non-natives are not well established 
but could increase or migrate to other streams/lakes.  
Emphasize live fish in possession is not allowed - 
Period.  If you keep it you kill it immediately. Prohibit 
catch and release for illegally stocked fish.  Emphasize 
catch and kill for illegally stocked fish. 

FWP is attempting to expand its “toolbox” for ways to stop 
the illegal introduction of non-native fish/aquatic animals and 
to halt their spread or eradicate them once they become 
established. A discussion of this effort can be found in the 
new section of the plan on Illegal Introductions. 

45 H1-a There absolutely NEEDS to be a 3rd Management Goal 
to address the concerns of thousands of anglers that 
prefer to fish for non-native species and to recognize 
that within the Montana FWP Fisheries Management 

A third goal for non-native species is not necessary because 
Goal 1 is primarily aimed at providing angling for non-native 
species.  Roughly three-quarters of Montana anglers tell us 
they are fishing for trout, and most of these are provided for 
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Plan. Or additional language included within these two 
goals that clearly defines this very fundamental goal. 
Fisheries Management Goals 1. Provide a diversity of 
quality angling opportunities through management of 
self-sustaining wild fisheries and the responsible use of 
hatchery-reared fish. 2. Protect, maintain, and restore 
native fish populations, their habitats, life cycles, and 
genetic diversity to ensure stewardship of native species 
and to ensure angling opportunities whenever possible.     

by hatchery stocking and/or wild-fish management (primarily 
rainbow and brown trout). Most of the rest of our hatchery 
capacity not devoted to trout is devoted to other non-natives 
such as walleye and large and smallmouth bass.  Nonetheless, 
because Goal 1 does not explicitly mention non-natives, FWP 
can understand how the commentor may have thought they 
were intentionally being left out.  Non-natives will be 
included by name in Goal 1 as part of the Final Plan.   Also, a 
Non-native Fisheries Management section will be added to 
the Final Plan, and will be structured in a similar way to the 
section entitled “Native Species Program.” 

46 H1-d The goals of the fisheries management need to include 
the language of non-native species fish populations, as 
well. These statements offer very limited development 
for fisheries that are dependent on the  planting of non-
native species, such as walleye.  Not only should a goal 
be to protect, maintain, and restore native fish 
populations but there absolutely needs to be language to 
maintain, restore and enhance the habitats of non-native 
fish, as well.   

FWP believes that its habitat goals and restoration programs 
have greatly benefited non-natives species.  Our goals related 
to fish habitat are found in the Fish Habitat Program section 
of Part I of the plan.  These goals are neutral relative as to 
whether or not habitat restoration work should benefit native 
vs non-native species, and reflect the Department’s desire to 
improve all aquatic habitats as necessary to improve fish 
populations.  The major enhancement/restoration program run 
by FWP, the Future Fisheries Improvement Program, is 
intended to implement projects that benefit wild fish and 
aquatic habitats with an emphasis on native fish.  The other 
large funding source (Bull Trout and Cutthroat Trout 
Enhancement Program) is restricted (by statute) to 
expenditures on projects that aid these two native species.   In 
spite of this, the great majority of projects funded under these 
programs have benefited both native and non-native species 
by virtue of the fact that they usually co-exist in waters that 
receive this restoration funding. The other habitat 
enhancement program, the Instream Flow Protection 
Program, spends much of its time defending FWP water 
rights in larger streams and rivers which have irrigation uses 
as a competing interest.  The primary game fish in most of 
these larger streams are typically non-native trout such as 
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rainbow and brown trout.   
47 H3-b We are very opposed to spending money well spent 

elsewhere killing existing fish just to replant them with 
another species. I’m not talking about pike that have 
taken over trout fisheries; I’m talking about trying to get 
rid of rainbow and cutthroat that aren’t necessarily the 
original native species.  We feel this is not a good place 
to spend money. 

Most of the efforts you refer to are aimed toward restoring 
native trout populations.  Native bull trout, redband trout, and 
Yellowstone and westslope cutthroat trout are all Montana 
Species of Concern, and bull trout are a federally listed 
threatened species.  Habitat alterations, and competition, 
predation and hybridization from non-native trout (i.e., brook, 
brown, lake, and rainbow), and cutthroat trout stocked outside 
of their natural range (e.g., Yellowstone cutthroat stocked in 
mountain lakes in western Montana), are the major causes for 
well documented declines in these native trout species.   It is a 
primary goal of FWP to protect, maintain, and restore native 
fish populations, and FWP is directed by State law to 
implement programs that manage sensitive native species in a 
manner that assists in the maintenance or recovery of those 
species, and that prevents the need to list species under the 
federal Endangered Species Act.  Successful native species 
conservation in enough drainages will prevent a listing, which 
could restrict management for non-native sport fisheries. 
 
In many cases, habitat improvement alone will not result in 
maintenance or recovery of native trout populations that are 
impacted by non-native species.  In such locations, if socially 
acceptable and technically feasible, non-native trout species 
may be removed and excluded from select streams and lakes 
to help conserve or restore native trout populations.  These 
efforts developed through MEPA processes, and are often 
supported by individuals and groups who value the intrinsic 
and sport value of native fish species.   

48 H6-a It seems like the entire plan is driven towards native 
fish.  I don't see a lot of effort towards diversity.  

We urge you to revisit the Direction for Individual Species 
section in Part I of the Plan , where management direction and 
efforts are detailed for 13 native and 11 non-native species--
showing our efforts to provide a great diversity of angling 
opportunities.  Also, revisit the management tables for each of 
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the 40 drainages in the state which provide management 
direction for all major species in major waterbodies.  These 
tables typically list a mix of both native and non-native 
species. For example, the Kootenai River Drainage in 
northwest Montana describes management prescriptions for 
four native and seven non-native species.  At the other corner 
of the state, in the Little Missouri River Drainage, 
management prescriptions are provided for seven non-native 
species and no native species.  These examples show the 
diversity of management efforts by FWP—for both native and  
non-native species.   

49 H6-b There are some waters in R1 where crappie, pike and 
yellow perch could be embraced and grown as trophy 
fisheries for these species, yet just because there are 
trout...that won’t happen.  We have more than enough 
trout fisheries where at least a few waters could be 
managed for species that exist...let’s find some and 
embrace and grow them.   

One of the reasons that some of these waters are not managed 
for pike, crappie and perch is that they got there because of an 
illegal introduction, and FWP will not reward bad behavior by 
managing these fisheries in ways that satisfy those who break 
the law.  As you suggest, the presence of trout does 
sometimes prevent us from managing for these three species, 
and the reason is frequently that the trout that are present are 
either bull trout (threatened under the Endangered Species 
Act) and/or westslope cutthroat trout (a state Species of 
Concern), which are vulnerable to predation by northern pike 
or to competition for food by crappie and perch. Also keep in 
mind that these species are not native, and so when they do 
show up in western Montana, for them to develop into trophy 
fisheries means they will impact existing fisheries that have 
their own values and constituencies.  It is for these reasons 
why we do not look for opportunities to develop fisheries for 
these species west of the Divide.   
  

50 I1-a While this appears reasonable to us, we are wondering 
how the demographic criteria were derived, and if this 
should be explained in the plan. 

The management strategies and goals for westslope cutthroat 
trout populations in the basins in question (i.e., those in south-
west Montana) include removing and preventing threats like 
non-native trout, and where possible, maintaining or 
expanding abundance and distribution to at least 2,500 total 
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fish and 5 – 6 miles of occupied habitat.  The 2,500 total 
population goal is based on the Hilderbrand and Kershner1 
(2000) report for long-term population viability of inland 
cutthroat trout populations in small streams (see cite below).  
Headwater streams in south-west Montana typically support 
400 – 500 westslope per mile, thus 5 – 6 miles of stream 
should support a total population of approximately 2,500 fish.  
Five miles of stream should also provide enough diversity of 
habitats to reduce the likelihood of population extirpation 
during most localized stochastic events.  Where feasible, 
greater lengths of stream may be secured for westslope 
cutthroat trout.    
 
1Hilderbrand, R.H, and J.L Kershner.  2000.  Conserving 
inland cutthroat trout in small streams: how much stream is 
enough?  North American Journal of Fisheries Management  
20:513-520. 

51 I1-b The Draft Plan makes no mention of a State Wildlife 
Action Plan or SWAP for the State of Montana.  Like 
Idaho, a number of Montana’s native fish species 
certainly qualify as Species of Greatest Conservation 
Need.  The allocation of State Wildlife Grants from the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service hinges on development 
of a federally-approved SWAP.   

In 2000 the U.S. Congress created the State Wildlife Grant 
(SWG) funding program. SWG funds are intended "... for the 
development and implementation of programs for the benefit 
of wildlife and their habitat, including species that are not 
hunted or fished." Congress stipulated that each state that 
wished to participate in the SWG funding program must 
develop a 10-year State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP).  
Montana’s SWAP, also known as the Comprehensive Fish 
and Wildlife Conservation Strategy (CFWCS), was approved 
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in January 2006, and is 
still considered a guiding document for allocation of 
resources for Species of Greatest Conservation Need, 
including 17 species of fish.   
 
Currently, FWP is leading an effort to update the SWAP and 
will submit a revised plan to the USFWS by December 2013.  
Technical teams - including FWP staff, individuals 
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representing other state agencies, federal agencies, and non-
governmental organizations - are reviewing the existing 
SWAP and revising the document to help guide species and 
habitat conservation efforts for the next 10 years. The revision 
will include updating the Species of Greatest Conservation 
Need list; identifying species, areas, and habitats to properly 
focus funding; and a preparing a threats-analysis for various 
habitat types in the state.  The Species of Great Conservation 
Need list that will be identified in the updated SWAP will be 
equivalent to Montana’s Species of Concern list.  This list 
identifies species “at-risk” due to declining population trends, 
restricted distribution, or threats to their habitats, and is a 
coordinated effort between FWP and the Montana Natural 
Heritage Program.  Currently, 23 fish species are listed as 
Montana Species of Concern.  

52 I1-c Our opinion is this appears to be a sociologically-based 
restriction versus a science-based one even though your 
criteria suggest it is science-based.  We are unaware if 
other states implement such restrictions.  The reason we 
raise the issue is our agencies may be sending different 
messages to our respective publics. 

FWP’s viewpoint is that these restrictions have a scientific 
basis that serves an important social role. Salmonids do 
become stressed as water temperatures rise above their 
thermal optima, and limited research does show that angling-
caused mortality does increase when water temperatures 
exceed 73oF.  Even so, FWP acknowledges that there is no 
evidence that allowing unrestricted angling on hot days 
causes enough mortalities to have population-level effects. 
Therefore these drought-based angling restrictions may be 
viewed as protecting individual fish rather than fish 
populations.  The social aspect of these closures can be 
understood in the context of the fact that river and stream 
flows are usually very low at the same time the water 
temperatures are high.  Other water users are struggling to 
meet their needs during these times, and our own agency 
often is forced to make claims for its water rights for instream 
flows during these times, leaving junior users to make 
sacrifices. It is during these times when the drought 
restrictions demonstrate the angling community’s willingness 

http://mtnhp.org/SpeciesOfConcern/?AorP=a&OpenFolders=S&Species=Fish�
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to make a “shared sacrifice.” While irrigators and others are 
cutting back on their water use so that it can be left in the 
stream for fish, the anglers are not fishing during hot times to 
ensure the fish have the best chance of survival.  This 
approach has proven to be popular and supported by most 
FWP constituents.   

53  I3-d One change we would like to see in the final plan is that 
if a popular angling opportunity for a non-native fishery 
will be impacted by native fish management, then the 
non-native fish being suppressed musty be enhanced 
elsewhere.  This will constitute a fair and balanced plan 
between native fish management and angling 
opportunities.   

 See response number 37. 

54 J1-a Having read through the plan I see one major issue. The 
Angler pressure survey!!   Your lake coding system is 
out dated.  Many lakes you have rated as large trout 
Reserviors such as Noxon, or trout ponds    How many 
angler days are put into these bodies of water.  How can 
you have a Management plan people can trust when 
your system is flawed?  You say the Angler pressure 
serves as a method for many things such as allocating 
funds, reliable measure of angling days for the public.  
Management plans, economical value for species, 
preference of anglers.  If the angler pressure survey is 
skewed than your whole management plan is wrong!!!!    

The coding system has nothing to do with the actual process 
of estimating angling pressure.  The number of angler days 
for Noxon would be the same whether it was coded as a 
salmonid lake or a nonsalmonid lake.  The reason that waters 
are coded is simply so that waters can be categorized as lake, 
stream, salmonid or nonsalmonid and compared to each other 
in terms of angler pressure, angler satisfaction and crowding.  
Allocation of funds for management on individual waters is 
not based on this coding system in any way.  That said, the 
Statewide Angler Survey has recently been, and still is, 
undergoing an update and FWP will review classification of 
waterbodies as part of that update. 

55 J5-c These goals seem to say that the “quality of angling 
opportunities” would take preference over “native fish 
populations”. Yet throughout the Plan there are 
references to fishery management criteria that clearly 
place more emphasis on protection of native species 
versus promotion of sport fisheries.   

FWP considers the two goals to be equally important. The 
fact that the “quality angling opportunities” is listed in goal 1 
is not intended to suggest a higher priority than native fish 
which are mentioned in Goal 2.  Also keep in mind that many 
native fish are sport fish as well, so the two are not mutually 
exclusive and “protection of native species” usually is not 
accomplished at the expense of “promotion of sport fish.”  
Furthermore, consider that many of our programs, which 
consume a large portion of our budget are done for purposes 
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that largely provide for angling opportunities for non-native 
gamefish, such as the hatchery system and the fishing access 
site program.  Finally, browse through the Fisheries 
Management section of each Drainage Plan in Part II, and you 
will see that considerable, if not the majority of text is 
devoted to angling opportunities for both natives and non-
natives. 

56 J5-d Frankly, it appears to me that the motivation of 
preserving certain species of fish (apparently at any 
cost), is simply based on an emotional or philosophical 
decision.    

Sharing FWP fisheries management philosophy with the 
public is one of the primary purposes of this document.  The 
management approach with regard to preserving native 
species can be found in the Background and Description 
section of the Fish Management Program (Part I).  In essence, 
it states that FWP is guided by a management philosophy that 
seeks to maintain viable populations of all native species, 
while trying to meet the needs of the angling public. 

57 J5-e What possible motivation could there be to preserve 
native species in water that has been modified by man, 
namely water impoundments created by dams. Since the 
original natural waterway is forever altered by these 
structures why would FWP spend any time attempting to 
preserve a native fish in a body of water that no long 
resembles the native (original) stream or river flow? 
Further, it appears to me that protection of a “native” 
species is a misplaced objective. Specifically, how were 
“native” species identified and who made the decision 
for their protection? 

With some exceptions, namely mountain streams, few water 
bodies it the state of Montana have not been biologically or 
physically modified by man.   Despite these alterations, all 51 
fish species present in Montana waters at the time of 
European settlement (circa 1800) persist today.  These 51 
species are considered our assemblage of “native” fish, and 
Montana Law (MCA 87-1-201) stipulates management that 
maintains or recovers these species, and prevents their need to 
be listed under the federal Endangered Species Act.  Some of 
these native fish thrive in extremely altered habits, like 
various sucker, minnow and sculpin species.  Even our native 
cutthroat trout, often considered sensitive to habitat changes, 
persist in streams and rivers that look much different than 
they did 200 years ago.  Other native fish species are 
extremely sensitive to habitat changes, like white and pallid 
sturgeon, which are listed as federally endangered primarily 
due to dams and resulting reservoirs that significantly altered 
or eliminated important habitats these species depend on.  The 
issue is complicated, and balancing the management of 
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various native and non-native species can be challenging.  For 
example, the same reservoirs (i.e., Koocanusa and Fort Peck) 
that are extremely harmful to white and sturgeon provide 
suitable and sometimes important habitat for sensitive native 
species like bull trout and sauger.  We cannot turn the clock 
back 200 years, but we will continue to manage for viable 
populations of all native fish where feasible, which in some 
cases will require efforts to minimize or eliminate the impacts 
of habitat changes.        

58 K2-a Generally, it is illegal for anglers to target bull trout. Is 
there any biological reason for this? Why not designate 
barbless hook flyfishing with catch-and-release for bull 
trout in the south, north and middle Flathead drainages?    

The biological reason for not allowing anglers to target bull 
trout is that there is always some level of catch-and-release 
mortality, even with barbless hooks.   

59 K2-h The plan could be improved by more attention to 
forward looking plans for managing fisheries in high 
mountain lakes.     

In the final plan FWP provides a more thorough description 
of its high-mountain lakes management for drainages in 
northwest and southwest Montana which did not provide that 
information in the draft plan. 

60 M1-b The department should clarify policy that walleye are 
not appropriate for any waters west of the divide.    

You will find a statement to this effect in Part I of the Plan in 
the section describing management direction for walleye.  
Also see response number 166. 

61 M1-c The department should strengthen efforts to eradicate 
illegal plants. 

FWP utilizes a variety of techniques to suppress and 
sometimes eradicate illegally introduced fish.  However, 
actual eradication is difficult, if not impossible, in many 
waters.  A new section on Illegal Introductions has been 
written in Part I of the Plan to clarify our position on illegal 
species. This section includes an extensive list of options for 
eradicating or suppressing illegal plants, and FWP will look 
for opportunities to better utilize some of these optional 
techniques over the course of this six-year plan. 

62 M1-d The plan should clearly note that walleye are not 
appropriate fish for any place in the Clarkfork, 
Bitterroot, Blackfoot, Flathead, or Kootenai drainages.  
The Commission made a formal statement several years 
ago that walleye are not appropriate in waters west of 

See response number 60 and  number 166. 
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the divide.  The plan should formally state this position    
63 M1-e Current angling restrictions and closures are not 

adequate to increase the bull trout populations to 
anything nearing historical levels.    

Angling restrictions are just one of the many tools being used 
to maintain and help recover bull trout populations.  This 
species is particularly sensitive to physical habitat changes 
(e.g., migration barriers, sedimentation, increased water 
temperatures, etc), and habitat restoration has been a focus of 
efforts by FWP, other state and federal agencies, and private 
organizations and landowners for decades.  There are no 
doubts that more work needs to done.  Chronic stream 
dewatering, impacts of reservoirs, and competition, predation 
and hybridization with non-native species (e.g., lake and 
brook trout) are daunting challenges with no easy solutions, 
and recovering bull trout to near “historical” levels (as 
suggested by the comment) is unlikely in many parts of their 
range for the foreseeable future.  However, maintaining viable 
populations of bull trout or taking efforts to recover 
populations to viable levels are priorities of FWP.  FWP will 
continue to actively explore and pursue, in coordination with 
its partners, feasible measures to this regard.  Examples of 
such efforts includes the current experimental non-native lake 
trout removal program in Swan Lake, which will help 
determine the feasibility of such efforts in other locations, and 
passage of bull trout over the lower Clark Fork River dams.  
Finally, while bull trout remain widely-dispersed, there may 
be several opportunities to expand their distribution into 
streams they once occupied.  Until now, such projects have 
appropriately been of secondary consideration to efforts to 
maintain existing populations.  As resources are available 
however, FWP will pursue the feasibility of such efforts by 
developing the necessary science and methodologies to 
reintroduce bull trout to streams where they have been 
extirpated (locally eliminated).  Such projects would be fully 
vetted through an environmental assessment (MEPA / NEPA) 
process.              
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64 M2-a You claim the Missouri between Toston Dam and 
Canyon Ferry was classified a "Blue Ribbon" trout 
fishery into the 1990's.  --It was called that, but only on 
paper, and only by FWP. To us locals, this was a real 
joke. That section had not truly been "Blue Ribbon" for 
many years ...FWP just hadn't taken effort to gather 
enough information to prove the demise. The good trout 
fishing was done before 1990.    

You are correct that an evaluation of the “blue ribbon” 
designation on individual waters has not been kept up to date 
in recent years. Keep in mind that there were factors other 
than the fishery that contributed to a blue ribbon designation, 
including ease of access and popularity (angler pressure).  
Regardless, because the blue/red ribbon designation is no 
longer actively maintained by the Department, FWP will  
remove all reference to it in the final plan.   

65 N2-b We would like to see a better description and emphasis 
on wild fish management.  Also please continue to use 
existing classification of streams such as "Blue Ribbon 
streams".   

FWP will add a new section describing wild fish management 
and the philosophy behind it.  The information will be 
included in Part I of the Plan under the Fisheries Management 
Program.  For the discussion of blue ribbon streams, see 
response number 64. 

66 R-1a However, speaking as a lifetime TU member whose 
main interest is in conservation and the future of cold 
water fisheries in MT, I found the document totally 
lacking as a blueprint for the future. Sadly, the absence 
of actionable specifics that characterizes current political 
discourse afflicts this work as well. I suggest answering 
three questions:     
1)What does FWP really stand for in fishery 
management?   
2)What are your aspirations and plans for attaining 
them?   
3)What are the barriers you perceive, and what strategies 
do you see for getting over them?     

You ask for a “blueprint for the future,” and it is FWP’s 
perspective that the Plan meets that standard. The fact that the 
Plan doesn’t present any revolutionary changes or initiatives 
is because the current management approach is the blueprint 
for the future in terms of general philosophy and major 
program emphasis.  With regard to your questions, FWP’s 
viewpoint is that the Plan provides  a good description of 
“what we stand for” in Part I under the Fisheries Management 
Program.   The Department’s aspirations and plans are found 
in the narrative and management tables portions of the 40 
individual drainage plans in Part II of the document.  The 
barriers and strategies are usually presented in the Special 
Management Issues section for each Drainage Plan, or in the 
management tables for each drainage under the title “Habitat 
needs and  activities.”   

67 S1-a Why can’t we have quality warm water fisheries in R-2?  
Even using sterile Tiger Muskys if they are afraid N. 
Pike would get out of control, would be an option. 

The majority of waters in Region 2 are best suited for cold 
water species such as trout.  Therefore FWP has focused on 
providing the best fisheries it can while considering the 
environment.  FWP does manage for warm water species in 
some lakes.  For example, largemouth bass in Lake Upsata in 
the Blackfoot drainage.  In some lakes FWP has tried to 
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manage for warm water species but has been unsuccessful 
because of limited growing seasons found in Montana’s more 
northern latitudes.  There is ample opportunity to fish for 
northern pike in Region 2, a species very similar to tiger 
musky.  They can be found in sloughs of the major rivers and 
are common in Seeley and Salmon Lakes.  They were 
illegally introduced and we encourage harvest.  Tiger musky 
is another predator similar to northern pike that would 
compromise management objectives for cold water species, or 
even warm water ones where being pursued, and would 
provide a limited fishery. 

68 S1-b Let’s get a warm water plan that includes consumptive 
use of a renewable natural resource.   
 

FWP disagrees with the assumption that the agency does not 
manage warmwater fisheries with consumption in mind. 
Daily bag limits for most species range from 5-15, and are 
only much more restrictive in the case of Species of Concern 
such as sauger. FWP notes that there used to be a Warm 
Water Fisheries Plan, and the Statewide Fisheries 
Management Plan replaces that plan. 

69 S4-a Therefore I believe you need a 3rd goal that mentions 
the importance of warm water angling (not just cold). 
There should be a goal that outlines protecting, and 
enhancing warm water species and their environment.  

See response number 45. 

70 T3-a The FW&P Department needs to include in the fisheries 
plan a portion that says how the dept is going to recruit 
new fisherman specifically youth.   

Having places for kids to fish close to town is very important 
and is the very reason that the Community Pond Program was 
developed during the 2003 Legislative session. Since its 
inception, this program has helped to develop nearly 20 
public-accessible projects in all corners of the state, including 
Home Run Pond in Glasgow. Interested parties can apply 
through the FWP website. FWP will make changes to the 
Final Plan to emphasize the importance of providing angling 
opportunities for families and youth, and efforts aimed at 
accomplishing this.  

71 T3-b Whitefish, grayling and others are an important native 
fish and they need to be managed for good overall 

It is clearly stated in the Plan that a goal of FWP’s fisheries 
management program is to “Protect, maintain, and restore 
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numbers. many areas are seeing drops in populations. 
Let’s not wait till its too late or too costly to include 
them in studies, expenditures and management.  I would 
like to see more of a commitment for these native 
species along with the cutthrout trout that seem to get all 
the attention 

native fish populations, their habitats, life cycles, and genetic 
diversity to ensure stewardship of native species and to ensure 
angling opportunities whenever possible.”  Though high 
profile species like bull trout, westslope and Yellowstone 
cutthroat trout, pallid sturgeon and sauger receive 
considerable attention from FWP and its partners, we have 
also sponsored or implemented projects to better understand 
the status and needs of native species like sculpins, prairie 
stream fish assemblages, lake trout (native populations) and 
burbot.  Likewise, FWP and its partners annually monitor a 
wide range of native species, including many that are non-
game, during standardized survey efforts throughout the state 
every year.  Whether it is through species specific studies, or 
general fisheries monitoring, if the apparent declining status 
of a native species becomes a concern, FWP can address the 
issue through increased evaluation of the species status, and if 
necessary, develop and implement conservation efforts in 
order to maintain health populations.      
 
The two specific species mentioned in the comment 
(whitefish and grayling) have vastly different status in 
Montana.  Mountain whitefish remain one of the most 
abundant and widespread sport fish in Montana, and healthy 
populations can be found throughout the western half of the 
state.  However, there is concern of apparent reductions in 
some populations like the Madison River.  Reasons for these 
potential declines are not known, but FWP has initiated effort 
to better understand the ecology of mountain whitefish 
including habitat needs, movement and potential cause for 
apparent reductions in some waters. While Arctic grayling 
thrive in many mountain lakes that they have been introduced 
to, native populations only exist in four waters in south-west 
Montana (plus additional introduced conservation 
populations), and the species is a candidate for listing under 
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the federal Endangered Species Act.  The decline of Arctic 
grayling is not recent in Montana, and can be traced back to 
the 1800’s and changes to habitat and introduction of non-
native fish.  Despite difficult challenges in managing this 
species, for at least the last two decades, FWP has undertaken 
numerous efforts to help in its recovery.  These include 
introductions to waters where they have been extirpated, and 
extensive habitat restoration efforts in the Big Hole River 
drainage.  FWP employs staff specifically directed towards 
Arctic grayling recovery, and we see no change to these 
commitments for the foreseeable future.     

72 T5-a The bull trout have been on the endangered species list 
for much too long.  It is time to take them off the 
endangered list.   

The federal government has listed the bull trout as threatened 
under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA).  The U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is the entity that makes 
the determination whether species are added to or removed 
from listing under the ESA.  Under Montana law (MCA 87-1-
201), FWP is directed to implement programs that manage 
sensitive species in a manner that assists in their recovery, and 
that prevents the need to list species under the federal ESA.  
FWP will continue to work with the USFWS and other 
partners to implement programs that assure the long-term 
persistence of bull trout throughout their range in Montana.  
We hope that success in this regard will lead to a USFWS 
determination that bull trout can be de-listed from the ESA.       

73 T6-b There is no mention in the plan of intent to comply with 
cooperative agreements and management plans 
previously signed by FWP such as the Cutthroat 
Conservation Plan, or the Bull Trout Restoration Plan.  
Those plans set out some of the future goals that we are 
striving to reach and compliance with those goals should 
be part of this present plan. 

The stated goals of the Memorandum of Understanding and 
Conservation Agreement for Westslope and Yellowstone 
Cutthroat Trout in Montana (MOU), which can be found on 
the FWP web site, are:  1) ensure the long-term, self-
sustaining persistence of each subspecies distributed across 
their historical ranges as identified in recent status reviews, 2) 
maintain the genetic integrity and diversity of non-
introgressed populations, as well as the diversity of life 
histories, represented by remaining cutthroat trout 
populations, and 3) protect the ecological, recreational, and 
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economic values associated with each subspecies.”  FWP is 
actively pursuing these goals across the range of westslope 
and Yellowstone cutthroat trout including such efforts as 
habitat restoration, barrier placements to prevent invasion of 
non-native trout, removals of non-native trout, and re-
introduction of cutthroat to suitable habitat.  The list of 
cutthroat trout conservation accomplishments is long, and 
new efforts are being developed and initiated annually – both 
of which we feel show a strong commitment to cutthroat 
conservation and the goals of the statewide cutthroat MOU.  
Some of these efforts are presented in the Plan, and the Plan 
has been updated to describe the overarching goals for 
cutthroat trout east and west of the continental divide.  
Several conservation “milestones” are also presented in the 
MOU, and completed, on-going, and proposed efforts will 
help us reach some of these targets.  Through FWP has 
missed timeframes for completing cutthroat conservation 
planning documents (i.e., regional or sub-basin plans), several 
are near completion including a state-wide plan for 
Yellowstone cutthroat trout conservation, conservation of 
Yellowstone cutthroat trout in the Shields River drainage, and 
westslope cutthroat trout conservation in the entire Missouri 
River drainage.   
 
The Restoration Plan for Bull Trout in the Clark Fork River 
Basin and Kootenai River Basin Montana (Bull Trout Plan) 
was developed in the late 1990’s by nine agencies, tribes and 
non-governmental organizations.  The document, dated June 
2000, was a voluntary effort with a stated purpose “to provide 
a framework for a strategy to reverse or halt the decline of 
bull trout populations in western Montana, and restore 
populations in areas where they have declined.”  Concurrent 
to the plans development, bull trout were listed by the 
USFWS as a threatened species under the federal Endangered 
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Species Act.  Though the Bull Trout Plan holds value as a 
credible effort to discuss conservation needs of bull trout in 
Montana, the USFWS is ultimately responsible for 
developing a bull recovery plan that identifies the “roadmap” 
to recovery and criteria for “de-listing” of federally 
threatened or endangered species.  Unfortunately, the 
USFWS has not completed a “final” bull trout recovery plan 
since the species was listed 1998.  Regardless of the status of 
USFWS planning efforts, which we have and will continue to 
be a partner in, FWP will continue to propose, support and 
implement efforts that aid in conservation of bull trout in 
Montana.   
 

74 T6-c Page 13:  A management goal of reducing or eliminating 
some fish populations is based on whether or not they 
affect “a more desirable or preferred species”.  These 
terms need better definition.  What specifically is a 
“more desirable or preferred species”?  Who decides 
which species is more desirable?  What are the criteria?  
Native fish?  Economic value?  Angling opportunity?  
Do anglers decide?  Do biologists?  These definitions 
need to be fleshed out.   

The use of “a more desirable or preferred species” was a poor 
choice of words, but the intention of the paragraph containing 
this phrase is to indicate that there are circumstances where it 
will be necessary to aggressively reduce or eliminate certain 
species. This paragraph has been re-written to better 
characterize how those decisions will be made.   

75 T6-d Management goals set up in past management plans and 
signed agreements set goals to “Protect maintain and 
restore native fish populations,” not merely to ensure 
low levels of “stable” populations of both species.  One 
of the goals of Montana Bull Trout Restoration Plan 
(signed by FWP) is to “…manage for sufficient 
abundance within RCAs to allow for recreational 
utilization.”  How do you do that with extremely low 
populations of native fish while at the same time 
protecting a major non-native predator such as lake 
trout?   
 

The reason the word “restore” was not included in the first 
sentence of the third paragraph on this page is that it is 
referring to all native species, not just bull trout and cutthroat 
trout.  At this point FWP does not have goals for restoring any 
nongame native species, although this could happen at some 
point in the future. Furthermore, the Native Species section of 
the plan does specifically mention “restoration” as a goal, and 
goes on to describe the restoration actions that FWP is 
involved in for a number of species, including bull trout, 
cutthroat trout, Arctic grayling, pallid sturgeon, white 
sturgeon. 
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76 T7-a 
 

Highlight Blue and Red Ribbon Fisheries. 
It would be beneficial if the plan incorporated 
Montana’s long-standing “blue ribbon” and “red ribbon” 
fishery designations –- perhaps modified to reflect 
current conditions and angling demands -- so that 
anglers could get a better sense of management 
priorities.    

See response number 64. 

77 T7-b Highlight Wild Trout Management 
Because of its focus on the status quo, we think it would 
valuable if the plan included a detailed description of 
wild trout management, where it came from, how 
successful it’s been, and why it separates trout 
management in this state from all other states. The 
angling community in Montana is constantly in 
transition.  

We appreciate the words of support for Wild Trout 
Management.  A new paragraph has been included in Part 1 
under the Fish Management Program to describe the history 
and philosophy of Wild Trout Management.  

78 T7-c Further, the plan should include a description on the 
objectives of its hatchery program, perhaps reviewing 
the goals of each hatchery unit and the destination and 
purpose of the fish raised there. 

Details on the destination and the purpose of all fish raised 
within the hatchery section is beyond the scope of this plan, 
however, details on where fish are planned to be stocked in 
the next 5 years can be found in the 5 year stocking plan, 
which is available online at fwp.mt.gov under Fishing.  
Within the Hatchery System Section within this plan you can 
find a detailed description of the hatchery program objectives. 
 

79 T7-d Important waters with existing management plans 
haven’t been stitched into the statewide plan 
Rather than simply say that important plans for key 
waters such as Flathead Lake and the Flathead River 
system, or the upper Missouri River reservoir system, 
are incorporated into this plan, FWP should describe in 
the statewide plan how the goals and objectives for these 
waters and other waters with existing plans compliment 
and don’t contradict the strategies for connected waters.  

This issue of compatibility between plans is discussed under 
the Management Planning section of the Plan. During the 
creation of this plan, fish managers were cognizant of the 
need to make management complementary between ALL 
interconnected waters, not just the two examples you cite 
above. Challenges will exist over the next 6 years as we try to 
achieve our goals in these interconnected waters, but our 
current assessment is that what is presented here is realistic 
and achievable. 

80 T7-e Moreover, there is nothing in the plan that clearly 
articulates a goal that imperiled species that have 

There are two specific goals listed in the Plan for the Fisheries 
Management Program, one being “Protect, maintain, and 
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merited ESA listing or identification as a candidate 
species – bull trout, pallid sturgeon, white sturgeon, 
arctic grayling – will be managed so that they can be 
recovered for de-listing. Every reference to waters with 
bull trout seems to focus on maintaining the status quo. 
But the status quo means a continued downward 
trajectory. 

restore native fish populations, their habitats, life cycles, and 
genetic diversity to ensure stewardship of native species and 
to ensure angling opportunities whenever possible.”  This 
goal applies all 51 native fish species in Montana, including 
federally listed ESA species.  ESA species are a considerable 
focus of management efforts in waters they occupy, and the 
Plan clearly articulates these areas.  For example, please note 
the many waters in the Plan where management direction for 
bull trout is identified as “enhancement of migratory 
populations.”  While basic management measures may be 
presented in some waters discussing methods to promote 
recovery of a species, e.g., removal barriers to movement for 
pallid sturgeon, it is not feasible to address these in detail in 
the Plan.  Finally, the federal USFWS is the entity that makes 
the determination whether a species is added to or removed 
from listing under the ESA.  The USFWS also develops 
formal recovery plans for ESA listed species, but have failed 
to do so for bull trout since their 1998 listing.   

81 T7-g Montana’s Hatchery System 
We recommend the plan include FWP’s specific criteria 
for when and where it stocks. We believe stocked waters 
should, with a few exceptions for popular waters in 
eastern Montana, be suitable so that fish can overwinter 
at least one year. Or, in the case of some reservoirs and 
stock ponds in eastern Montana, conditions should exist 
so that fish can survive through at least the general 
angling season. 

Fishing opportunities in areas of eastern Montana are rare and 
many communities only have one or two fishing opportunities 
within an hour drive from home.  Most of these fisheries are 
at prairie ponds which are the only realities to establish and 
maintain a fishery.  The primary purpose of stocking these 
ponds is to offer a family fishing opportunity for the 
surrounding residents and communities.   
 
The following criteria are used to evaluate water bodies for 
fish stocking in eastern Montana: water depth, vicinity of 
other fishing opportunities in area, and accessibility of site 
(private/public or highway/trail access).  The most critical 
factor is water depth and its relationship to winterkills.  
Ponds10 feet deep or less, measured from the “normal” high 
water mark, are typically not considered adequate for fish 
stocking because winterkills would be frequent.  Ponds with 
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depths between 10-12 feet are considered marginal and ponds 
deeper than 12 feet are excellent ponds for fish stocking.   
 
Winterkills are not directly linked to water depth alone but a 
dynamic combination of water depth, duration of snow cover 
on ice and quantity of aquatic vegetation within the water.  
Forecasting the risk or magnitude of winterkill is impossible 
for any given year.  Water depths in April, when fish are 
typically stocked, can be significantly different (lower or 
higher) than winter water levels 8-9 months later.  At 
marginal ponds, windmill aerators can reduce winterkill 
occurrence and severity and can change the consideration for 
fish stocking.  Another potential for fish mortality, also linked 
to water depth, is summer kill from hot water temperatures.  
However, documented cases of summer kill are rare in eastern 
Montana ponds and only affect a small percentage of the fish 
population.   
 
Generally warm water fish species (bass, bluegill, northern 
pike, perch, etc.) are stocked once, anticipating they will 
reproduce to self-sustain their population.  Warm water 
species typically take 2-3 years after stocking to grow to a 
size desired by anglers.  Thus, the deepest ponds are usually 
stocked with warm water species.  Rainbow trout are 
commonly stocked in marginal ponds because of their rapid 
growth and ability to be stocked annually.  Trout fingerlings 
planted in April at 1-2 inches long typically grow to 8-9 
inches by October and 11-12 inches by October of the second 
year.  By the third year trout can reach three pounds in prairie 
ponds.  Trout are the only species available for stocking that 
can grow to catchable size in less than one year.  On years 
with significant winterkill trout are available from the 
hatchery system in April.  All other species are not available 
for stocking from the hatcheries until May, June or July.   
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Water depths in prairie ponds are extremely variable 
depending on precipitation events from year to year or even 
month to month.  The vast majority of trout stocked in eastern 
Montana occurs annually in April.  After this initial stocking 
effort the hatcheries supply of trout is very limited and 
generally appropriated for other waters.  The reality of not 
stocking fish in April, because of marginal water depth, is a 
missed opportunity for angler enjoyment for an entire year.   
 
To improve stocking efficiency, particularly at prairie ponds, 
FWP uses a six year stocking plan to assist hatcheries with 
planning and production of hatchery fish to meet stocking 
demands.  During drought conditions a designation of 
“chronically dewatered” is used for prairie ponds with water 
levels that will temporarily not support a fishery.  Ponds with 
this classification will not be stocked until water levels 
improve.  

82 T7-h The plan should also clearly state that in the spirit of 
improving angler satisfaction, the agency will refine and 
enhance its interactive maps and similar tools to better 
identify which waters and when the hatchery system is 
supplementing. The current information across regions 
is inconsistent.   

The Department is currently working on a way to provide 
more current and accurate data to the public on stocking 
information from the hatchery system.  The goal is to have 
this information available online for the public.  
 
With respect to you final comment, we assume that the 
“inconsistency across regions” that you refer to is addressing 
the fact that our Regions 6 and 7 produce Pond Stocking 
booklets that are only available from the Regional offices 
(and not online).  FWP believes that this approach honors 
privacy concerns from private landowners who allow fishing 
on their ponds when stocked with fish from State hatcheries.  
If this information was placed online, the number of private 
parties that participate in this program would decrease, and 
the opportunities for fishing in eastern Montana (already 
limited) would decline.  In short, we feel that our current 
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approach maximizes opportunity for the public angler at a 
reasonable cost.  

83 T7-i As we have in the past, we recommend that wherever a 
species occurs as a result of an illegal introduction the 
minimal, immediate suppression response – beyond 
chemical or mechanical removal – should be no-limit 
with required catch and kill regulations. 

Per FWP policy, the first response upon discovering an illegal 
introduction is to not manage for that species until the agency 
has fully assessed its options and determined the best 
approach. This might include implementing a no-limit, 
required catch and kill regulation, but other options exist and 
could be more effective or appropriate for the circumstances.  
FWP appreciates the good intent of this comment, but the 
prescriptions you suggest (no limit with required catch and 
kill) may not be the appropriate action in situations where 
allowing unlimited harvest of a panfish (such as perch) my 
only serve to reward those who made the illegal plants. 
 

84 T7-l Fish Movement 
Because of fish movement, the plan acknowledges that 
direction for individual water bodies can create conflicts 
with objectives in connected waters. We encourage 
FWP to ensure that objectives for one water don’t 
undermine those of a connected water. This is especially 
important for waters where native species management 
is a priority, where an AIS might have been identified in 
a connected water and where wild trout or native fish 
management might conflict with a connected introduced 
sport fishery, or where a species occurs because of an 
illegal introduction.   

See response to comment T7-d.   

85 W1-c The Triploid program at Yellowtail Dam continues to a 
concern. Walleyes Unlimited of Montana feels that the 
program is too costly and that eye-up is too small. We 
feel that MFWP should closely evaluate this program 
before even considering expansion to other potential 
lakes or reservoirs. Planting fertile fry or fingerlings is a 
much better use our resources. 

The triploid walleye program for Bighorn Lake is part of 
FWPs attempt to maintain a walleye stocking program in the 
lake while trying to maintain and enhance the genetically pure 
sauger population that exists above Yellowtail Dam.  A major 
concern is that this population of sauger is the only remaining 
non-hybridized sauger population left in Montana or 
Wyoming.  Because of significant declines in sauger 
populations throughout their range and hybridization with 
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walleye, there has been discussion and a push by different 
groups to have sauger listed as a threatened species under the 
Threatened and Endangered Species Act.  It is likely there 
will be future attempts to list sauger.  If they are listed and the 
Fish and Wildlife Service takes over sauger management, 
there could be serious impacts to FWP walleye stocking and 
management programs statewide.  FWP’s viewpoint is that it 
is critical to be able to show that the agency is managing to 
protect and enhance sauger in the event that a listing attempt 
does occur.  As a result, FWP’s perspective is that the extra 
cost of the triploid walleye program is justified.  

86 W2-b Generally I would like our state to be managed for warm 
and cold water species. 

Given Montana’s northern latitude, the waters of the state are 
typically best suited for cold (trout, burbot, grayling) and cool 
(walleye, northern pike, channel catfish) water species, and 
FWP provides many opportunities for these species.  Warm 
water species (sunfish, crappie, bass)  do best in eastern 
Montana where these opportunities are provided in ponds and 
reservoirs.  Although some cool and warmwater species may 
do well in lower elevation waters in northwestern Montana, 
they are usually discouraged there due to their potential 
impacts on native trout species. 
 

FISH HABITAT PROGRAM 
 
87 A2-a Modify the document and include the following: provide 

a greater focus on the value of healthy wetland and 
riparian habitats in supporting economically important 
healthy fisheries     

It would be difficult to overstate the importance of healthy 
wetland and riparian habitats in supporting viable fisheries. 
Biologists certainly strive to protect and enhance wetlands for 
their intrinsic wildlife values. Floodplain wetlands can be 
valuable in retaining runoff that recharges streams via 
groundwater later in what are often very dry seasons. Riparian 
area protection and enhancement is a top priority for both 
wildlife and fisheries biologists. It is a key goal in stream 
restoration and permitting that leads ultimately to proper 
stream function and invaluable in-stream and near-stream 
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habitat. FWP notes that the aforementioned message is 
emphasized in the Plan.  
 

88 A2-c Modify the document and include the following: a better 
review of the value of restoring and managing instream 
flows, where it is critical that they be restored as soon as 
possible, and the mechanisms that are currently being 
used and could be used to restore and supplement these 
flows.    

The ultimate testimony to the value of restoring instream 
flows is that without adequate flow other restoration and 
management activities are fruitless. For example, riparian 
restoration and fish passage efforts aren’t worth pursuing in 
streams with inadequate flows. Flows should first be restored 
to chronically dewatered streams, which have been identified 
and listed. Other early options should include senior water 
rights from willing sellers located near the mouths of streams 
with key fisheries. The mechanisms for acquiring instream 
flows were identified in the plan under “Instream Flow 
Protection” ; they range from protecting existing rights to 
acquiring senior water rights or new water reservations. A key 
addition would be to note the need to appoint water 
commissioners to enforce the proper allocation of water. 
 

89 C4-g While the Plan acknowledges the importance of 
instream flow protection program and provides a broad 
list of types of activities that could be used to protect 
instream flow (pp. 51-52), it is not informative on what, 
where, when and how MFWP intends to engage on 
instream flow protection and restoration over the next 
six years.    

Much of what is requested in this comment is out of the 
immediate control of FWP or our ability to anticipate and 
prioritize.  Specific to the comment: 

• The protection of existing instream water rights and 
reservation through water right enforcement is done at 
a statewide level and dictated by streamflow 
conditions in a given year.  

• Similarly, FWP responds to new water right 
permitting activities as they arise on a statewide basis.   

• Water right adjudication priorities are controlled by 
the Montana Water Court and FWP can only respond.  

• Acquisition of new water rights and reservations for 
instream flow are likely limited to the Columbia River 
Basin where a statewide reservation process has not 
been previously conducted.   

• Acquisition of water right leases or conversion 
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activities will be opportunistic.  Since those processes 
require a willing seller/lessor and willing lessee, those 
activities will be directed by interest from existing 
water right holders.   

• Priorities for leasing will be based on critical need 
with emphasis on dewatered streams, disconnected 
stream tributaries of high priority and likely with some 
emphasis on native species or species of special 
concern. 

 
90 C4-i For example the Fisheries Management Direction for 

Upper Clark Fork River Drainage (pp. 5-8) includes 
some general habitat needs and activities, such as 
“secure instream flow and enhance habitat to support 
ecosystem function and production of trout and 
whitefish” and “manage connectivity to favor native 
trout.”  Where should instream flow be secured? How? 
and How much flow should MFWP looking to secure?  

See response number 89.   

91 H3-a So, I would say that Arnold and I highly recommend 
that you spend as much time and money as you can to 
replant the exposed banks of streams and rivers. This is 
probably one of the primary considerations of a healthy 
fishery – without protection from the sun and the 
nutrients provided by decomposing plants, no amount of 
fish planting will succeed to bring back the amount of 
fish needed to complement our environment and provide 
a quality fishing experience for fishers. 

Where those laws go unheeded, or old wounds haven’t 
healed, riparian protection and revegetation are high priority 
restoration techniques employed by FWP. FWP also 
emphasizes the use of softer methods (vegetation) in 
reclaiming eroding banks. Even in cases where some bank 
stabilization is needed to protect structures, FWP encourages 
hardening the bank toe with rock, back-sloping the upper 
bench, and planting it with appropriate vegetation. FWP also 
works with other agencies to promote land-use practices that 
contribute to healthy riparian areas. FWP shares your 
philosophy that a healthy fishery begins with a quality habitat. 
 

92 N2-a Why has the fact that Montana's waters are warming and 
that this will affect our fisheries over the coming years 
been omitted?    

FWP received a number of comments requesting that the Plan 
include information on the effects of climate change. FWP 
has added a new section to the proposed Final Plan to address 
climate change and appreciates those who provided comments 
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on this important issue.  
93 S9-a One of the most urgent threats to our fishing heritage in 

Montana is the changes we are seeing in the warming of 
our waters and changing hydrographs   due to our 
warming climate. To not even mention this problem in 
the Fisheries Management Plan is a giant oversight that 
needs to be corrected.      

See response number 92. 
 

94 T1-a It would seem incredibly shortsighted, indeed, foolish, 
for Montana FWP to ignore the impacts of climate 
change in this document. 

See response number 92. 
 

95 T6-a Probably the most glaring omission is the failure to 
mention changes in the temperature of our lakes and 
streams and changes in flow regimes that we see 
occurring today.  If this is to be a plan for the next six 
years, those changes will have dramatic effects on many 
of our fisheries and will need to be strongly addressed. 

See response number 92. 
 

96 T7-j The plan should identify specific threats to habitat and 
how FWP will address them. Further, the department 
should map out some habitat and fishery goals for 
restoration that transcends the limits of its own funding 
sources. 

Some of the specific threats to fisheries habitat (and how 
FWP will address them) include: 

• Climate change with its consequent temperature and 
water quality changes; (described in the new plan 
section entitled “Climate Change”); 

• Increasing competition for a decreasing supply of 
surface water, and its particular effect upon instream 
flows; (described in the plan section entitled “Instream 
Flow Protection”; 

• Increasing development that accompanies increasing 
population growth, especially where it represents 
encroachment upon and demand for stream corridors 
and other important aquatic resources; (through 
comments on proposed subdivisions, stipulations on 
stream and wetland permits, education and outreach, 
and expertise provided to other agencies for their 
permitting processes);  

• Development of natural resources, such as oil and gas, 
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with accompanying impacts on groundwater and 
surface water quantity and quality; (through comments 
on proposed new areas of development, stipulations 
on stream and wetland permits, education and 
outreach, and expertise provided to other agencies for 
their permitting processes); 

• Overgrazing of streamside vegetation and trampling of 
streambanks; (through grants that fund riparian 
fencing and/or repair of damaged streambanks, by 
working with agencies that issue grazing permits to 
reduce impacts to streams and wetlands, and through 
landowner education about alternative grazing 
methods); 

• Fish passage obstruction and fish entrainment into 
irrigation ditches; (through grants - and combined with 
funding from other agencies - to remove obstructions 
from streams or screen ditches, also inform irrigators 
about incremental headgate shut-down to allow fish to 
escape ditches); 

• Unmitigated dam operations; (work with governmental 
and private entities to provide modeling and flow-
release options that better emulate natural conditions 
or seek off-site mitigation). 

Even in the examples cited above, achieving these goals 
transcends the limits of FWP’s own funding sources. Nearly 
all of what the Department is able to achieve relies upon the 
cooperation and collaboration of other agencies, non-
governmental organizations, private landowners, and the 
public. 
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FISHING ACCESS AND RECREATION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
 
97 G5-f Require all floating craft including inner tubes to have a 

permit - visible sticker attached to the device. All types 
of vessels should be required to have a permit.   

Funding for operation and maintenance of fishing access sites 
include revenue from the sale of fishing licenses, motor 
vehicle registration fees, permit fees, and federal funding 
sources.  FWP recognizes that there are people who use FASs 
and have not purchased a fishing license or paid the vehicle 
registration fee. Requiring all floating craft to purchase a 
permit is one of a number of ideas for generating revenue and 
ensuring that users are paying their share. Other ideas include 
vehicle stickers for accessing sites, and requiring a 
Conservation License of all FAS users. FWP is not pursuing 
these ideas at this time but appreciates that the funding 
sources and issue of fairness is important and may warrant 
more attention in the future. 

98 G5-g Make more waters, especially small lakes, open only to 
non-motorized craft. 

There are a number of waterbodies where boating is restricted 
to non-motorized watercraft, electric motor only, and/or no 
wake. Some of these restrictions are intended to address 
public safety concerns. Others are intended to address a 
public interest in recreating in the absence of motorized 
watercraft. FWP examines these situations on a case-by-case 
basis and strives to preserve a variety of water-based 
recreation opportunities that meets the interests of the users. 

99 H2-a I think it is about time to start looking at a reduction in 
the number of guides and outfitters working some 
stretches of the Missouri River. I enjoy fishing the river 
between Hauser Dam and Holter Lake. One day this 
spring I count twelve boats in that section of river with 
guide stickers. On several occasions there were camps 
set up across from Beaver creek with guide boats and 
five or six clients. I know that these guys pride 
themselves on catch and release, but I think that 
statistically there is still a 10-15% mortality rate among 
released fish. I believe this is probably higher when 

FWP regulates commercial use (including fishing outfitters 
and guides) in a number of ways. Outfitters and guides using 
FWP fishing access sites (including those on the Missouri 
River) are required to obtain an annual FAS Permit and the 
revenue goes to the FAS Program. There are some rivers in 
the state subject to special restrictions and permit 
requirements for outfitting, e.g., the Beaverhead, Big Hole, 
Blackfoot, and Madison rivers. Outfitters on those rivers pay 
a special fee and in some cases are subject to restrictions on 
use, e.g., restrictions on float outfitting on the Beaverhead and 
Big Hole rivers. The subject of outfitting and guiding on the 
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using the light line and rods that are common with the 
fly fisherman. Fish have to often be played to complete 
exhuastion before they are landed. I don't believe in 
limiting or restricting equipment. I think maybe the 
guides should be limited to certain days of the week so 
that the general public that has to work during the week 
is not having to compete with the guides on the 
weekends. This same problem exists on the river below 
Holter Dam also. One day last spring I counted 16 boats 
on the stretch of river that I could see from where I was 
trying to fish. 

Missouri River and concerns about the number of commercial 
users and conflicts with non-guided public is something that 
FWP hears about from time to time. A restriction on outfitters 
and guides is a management tool that could be considered as a 
part of management planning on the river. A planning process 
would take into consideration all of the use occurring, 
including commercial use. The decision to initiate a planning 
or rulemaking process for the Missouri or another river would 
need to take into account the cost of such an effort and 
whether FWP would have the resources to implement 
management actions. 

100 L2-a I think the time has come to not only limit the number of 
guides on the rivers of Montana but it is time to require 
some access fees for them. 

See response number 99. 

101 T7-k Fishing Access Sites 
FWP’s FAS system is very good. It does need some 
tweaking though and this plan could be the instrument 
for evaluating changes. For instance, FWP should 
prepare water specific access plans that ensure the FAS 
system doesn’t homogenize river and angling 
experiences. Not all sites require heavily developed, 
easy, lowest-common denominator access for watercraft. 
Not all sites need large parking lots. However, that is the 
trend TU members are experiencing. It appears the 
agency’s primary response to dealing with visitor 
impacts at access sites is always to expand the site, 
which accommodates more use and facilitates more 
recreational conflicts on the river and with adjoining and 
riverside landowners. FWP should use access 
management -- combining heavily developed sites, with 
nominally developed sites, with varying point-to-point 
distances -- to maintain a diversity of recreational 
opportunities on our rivers, and to minimize the 
potential for creating crowding conflicts. 

FWP appreciates these thoughtful comments regarding the 
Fishing Access Program.  As you indicate, the fishing access 
program has been very successful and is generally well liked 
by the recreating public. Cost is an important factor when 
acquiring, developing, and maintaining fishing access sites. 
This explains in part the standardized approach for 
development at sites. When developing a site, FWP attempts 
to minimize costs while providing a level of development that 
meets the needs of a variety of FAS users.  FWP appreciates 
the suggestion that access management can be used to 
maintain a diversity of recreational opportunities on rivers, 
and to minimize the potential for crowding conflicts. As noted 
in this comment, there are situations when it makes sense to 
deviate from the standard design in order to address a 
resource or social need, e.g., expanding a parking area and/or 
boat ramps in order to reduce congestion at a site. In other 
cases it makes sense to maintain a smaller parking area as a 
means to address congestion on the water or to prevent 
impacts to resources. FWP also takes into account the number 
of other sites along a waterbody, and the types and amount of 
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use occurring, when making decisions about acquisition and 
development. These considerations are particularly important 
on high-use rivers.  
 

PART II. FISHERIES MANAGEMENT DIRECTION FOR DRAINAGES AND WATERBODIES 
 
102 A2-b Modify the document and include the following: a more 

proactive approach and commitment to management of 
the all important native fisheries and wild fish 
management by more comprehensively (water by water) 
addressing  the negative impacts of illegal introductions, 
hatcheries, and fishponds  
 

While we acknowledge the negative impacts of illegal 
introductions in Part 1of the plan, we believe the negative 
impacts typically attributed to hatcheries have been 
ameliorated through our wild-fish policies and proper 
stewardship of our hatchery broodstocks which is aimed at 
maintaining proper genetic diversity.  Private fish pond 
management is discussed in the plan under Permitted Private 
and Commercial Activities.  This includes a description of 
criteria that FWP uses to ensure that undesirable fish species 
are not stocked into private ponds and/or that stocked fish do 
not escape. The primary purpose of Part II of the plan is to 
highlight management direction of individual waters, not to 
describe in detail the impacts you have listed. 

103 A3-j What follows below is comments and/or suggested 
edits/additions to specific waters:   
(Note: Comment provided specific edits on the 
management tables for waters in the Lower Clark Fork 
River Drainage) 
 

FWP took into account these suggested edits and additions 
when developing the final management table for the Lower 
Clark Fork River Drainage. 

103a N2-c No mention was made of the loss of native fish habitat 
to lake trout in Glacier National Park, or in the lakes of 
the Swan River Valley.   

The waters of Glacier National Park are under the 
jurisdictional authority of the National Park Service.  
However, the Flathead River system is relatively open to fish 
movement, including waters inside and outside of the Park, 
and the impacts of nonnative lake trout go beyond 
management boundaries.  FWP is certainly aware of, and 
supports practical efforts to reduce or eliminate the impact of 
nonnative lake trout on native fish populations within the 
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Park, and for several years FWP has led a similar 
experimental lake trout removal program with gill-nets in 
Swan Lake.  It is too early to determine whether such efforts 
will ultimately succeed, or whether they will be just one of 
several tools that in some locations are used to effectively 
reduce the impacts of lake trout to meet management goals 
for native fish and recreationally fisheries. 
 
As the comment indicated, in addition to Swan Lake, lake 
trout have also recently invaded Holland and Lindbergh lakes 
in the Swan River drainage.  Evidence from other systems 
would suggest that it is possible that lake trout will have some 
impacts on existing species in these lakes, including bull 
trout.  FWP has and will continue to actively monitor the fish 
assemblages in Holland and Lindbergh lakes, and will 
increase those efforts if warranted.  Active suppression (e.g., 
gill netting) of lake trout in these lakes is not being proposed 
at this time, but such efforts would be evaluated in the future 
if determined necessary and feasible.   

104 T6-h Designations such as “Wild Native” and “Wild Illegal” 
would better identify populations that are targeted for 
specific management options.    

We agree with these concerns and have changed “Origin” to 
“Recruitment Source” and have also identified if a species is 
native to that waterbody.  Your suggestion for the categories 
of “Wild Native” and “Wild Illegal establishes a dichotomy 
that is not necessarily useful to inform management actions, 
because  some illegal introductions have occurred so long ago 
that their populations are now being managed for recreational 
purposes.  Plus, many non-natives owe their distribution not 
to illegal activities, but to the official actions of FWP.  As 
such, we believe that making a distinction between native and 
non-native status is more relevant for making management 
decisions.   

105 T6-i The “Conservation” management type seems to be 
pretty much “keep doing what we have been doing”.  
“Special Regulation” is in place to protect or manipulate 

As provided in the definitions,  “Conservation” is reserved for 
rebuilding native species populations.  “Special Regulations” 
means that there are exceptions to District fishing regulations 
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population levels or sizes in response to angler desires or 
pressure.”  It seems that if the goal is to “Increase and 
protect native trout populations”, bull trout generally 
should fall under that management type.  Since they are 
both threatened and specially protected species, the 
goals for native bull trout and cutthroat trout should 
mostly be the same.  We (FVTU) are certainly willing to 
provide the “angler desires or pressure”. 

in place to manipulate fish numbers. “Special Regulations” 
are not in place for most bull trout populations because the 
District Standard is “closed to angling.”  Changes have been 
made for the definition of Special Regulations in the final 
Plan to clarify the purpose of this Management Type. 

106 T6-l Both species are federally listed. Why should not the 
management direction be the same for both?  If the bull 
trout management goal is to “increase and protect” as it 
says in the co-management plan and the Bull Trout 
Restoration Plan, why not a goal for the future to 
“…expand populations for conservation and catch and 
release bull trout angling?”  There is no mention of 
attempting to provide or enhance fishing opportunities 
for bull trout within the next six years of the plan 
although that has clearly been a goal of past signed 
agreements.  

Bull trout are federally listed (Threatened) but westslope 
cutthroat are not listed although they are a Species of Concern 
in Montana. Bull trout and westslope cutthroat have both 
different status and biology. It is indeed FWP’s goal to 
provide bull trout fishing where appropriate. That has 
occurred in Lake Koocanusa, Swan Lake, Hungry Horse 
Reservoir and the South Fork of the Flathead River where 
bull trout are recovered. It is FWP’s goal to restore bull trout 
fishing in the mainstem Flathead, however, given the current 
status and politics of bull trout in the main drainage that is not 
likely to occur in the next 6 years.  
 

107 T7-f Finally, because the descriptions of many waters, 
especially those with bull trout, include prescriptions 
that “maintain liberal harvest regulations...” or create 
“liberal harvest opportunities....” as a strategies to 
reduce brown trout or brook trout, we think it advisable 
for FWP to establish an experimental design for some 
waters to determine if this regulation-only approach is 
scientifically (or socially) valid. 

Liberal harvest of brown and brook trout in bull trout waters 
was proposed to be consistent with native trout emphasis in 
those areas.  These areas were identified by FWP as those 
where future efforts to enhance native trout will likely be 
most successful.  FWP has been attempting to manage for 
native trout for decades through habitat protection and 
enhancement and harvest regulations.  Experimental 
suppression of competing species has been tried as well.  
Through this experience we have identified areas that have 
seen a positive response by native trout and those that have 
not.  In some areas we have made the judgment regarding the 
suitability of native trout management based on ecology (e.g., 
habitat quality and biological components).  Essentially, FWP 
looked at past experience of success and failures in native 
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trout restoration as well as ecological constraints of the 
system to determine where native trout conservation efforts 
are best implemented; though not intended to exclude 
opportunities that protect or enhance native trout wherever 
they exist.  FWP does not anticipate that liberal harvest for 
brown trout or brook trout populations will result in more 
native trout, on its own or even in combination with other 
measures, but it at least communicates a consistent 
management direction and at most may provide some benefit 
towards achieving our goals, as well as provide a harvest 
opportunity for anglers.  FWP is monitoring populations of 
trout where regulations have been liberalized.  The agency 
will compare trends in native and non-native trout before and 
after regulations changes, as well as between control waters 
where regulations were not changed.  Results of these 
analyses will help determine future management direction and 
the role of fishing regulations. 

108 T7-m Species Origin 
Identifying species origin is important. Without origin 
being clear and explicit in the description of each 
waterbody, important values today’s sportfisheries 
contribute might get lost in subsequent re-writes of the 
plan. Because no responsible angler favors illegal 
introductions, FWP should not be reluctant to clearly 
identify in the plan those species that are present in a 
waterbody as a result of an illegal introduction.   
Descriptions of origin should be amended like this: 
1. Hatchery (as described in the plan) 
2. Wild (as described in the plan, and includes where 
FWP or Fish and Game were 
responsible for the introduction) 
3. Transfer (as described in the plan) 
4. Illegally Introduced (described as a known illegal 
introduction with a short 

See response number 104 for FWP plans to change “Origin” 
to “Recruitment Source”.  The plan will also indicate if a 
species is native within a waterbody. FWP’s viewpoint is that 
establishing  “illegal” or “unauthorized introduction” 
categories and providing an explanation of impacts takes 
away from the primary purpose of these tables, which is to 
describe management direction and habitat needs. 
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explanation of the adverse impacts it poses) 
5. Unauthorized Introduction (described as a likely 
illegal introduction, but because 
there is no record of it resulting from an FWP or federal 
fishery program, or the result of bucket biology, it is 
termed unauthorized)  

109 T7-n River Section Explanations 
Though these appear to be meant as the meat of the plan, 
we don’t quite understand their value for future 
management. They largely comprise general descriptors 
of the status quo. And that is valuable. However, 
because they do not include measurable objectives to 
strive for, describe specific commitments that will occur 
to meet objectives, and include details on how each 
water will be monitored and what the response will be if 
management actions fall short, they have limited value 
as a management blueprint.   
 

FWP appreciates the desire to see more measurable objectives 
and specific commitments for each drainage, but it is beyond 
the scope of this plan.  An example of the type of plan you 
apparently are asking for is the Upper Missouri River 
Reservoirs Fisheries Management Plan, which has 
management goals for each reservoir and commitments for 
change if numeric targets are not achieved. This type of plan 
was only possible because FWP had numerous staff working 
for many years to collect the data necessary to create and 
maintain a management program.  For most waters in the 
state, neither the data or the manpower is available to 
determine realistic measureable objectives (e.g. fish/mile or 
angler catch rates).   It is primarily for these reasons that the 
management direction for most waters remains more 
qualitative in nature rather than quantitative.   

110 U2-b “The goal of cutthroat conservation work is to secure 
populations in habitat that is free from the threats of 
non-native species and much of this work will be done 
upstream of natural and man-made fish barriers. A 
cutthroat trout population is considered secure when it 
has a minimum population size of 2,500 fish, occupies at 
least 5-6 miles of stream and is free from the threats of 
competition and hybridization from non-native species”.  
It would be good to highlight whether this is for 
genetically pure populations or both pure and 
conservation populations.   

This goal includes all identified conservation populations, 
which includes both genetically pure, and slightly hybridized 
populations (< 10% introgression with nonnative species).  
We will clarify this issue in Part I of the Plan under the  
“Trout: Westslope and Yellowstone cutthroat trout (native; 
Montana Species of Concern)” section.     

111 U2-c Your Plan also states that: “In Montana it is currently 
estimated that genetically pure WCT occupy about 20% 

The Plan will be modified to address issues raised.  At a 
minimum, FWP is committed to maintaining the current 
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(5,950 miles) of their historic range and genetically pure 
YCT occupy about 16% (705 miles) of their historic 
range.”  If you look at these Numbers statewide you 
may have already reached, or nearly, reached stated 
conservation goals, especially for Yellowstone 
cutthroat.  I suspect that the WCT numbers are 
statewide and thus eastside streams are far below this 
target.  Therefore it would be good to clearly state by 
drainage where you are at and how far you need to go.  
This appears to be the case in some sections but not all.  
It would also be good to present a discussion of 
rationale to support goals for fish numbers and 
percent occupancy of a stream network.   

distribution of identified YCT and WCT “conservation 
populations,” which includes genetically unaltered and 
slightly hybridized populations, and in the Missouri River 
basin, the long-term goal is to more than double the current 
distribution of WCT to 20% of their historic range.  The Plan 
will be specific on the differences in rationale between goals 
concerning YCT and WCT, and WCT goals east and west of 
the divide.  Please also see response number 50” regarding 
rational for classifying a Missouri River drainage WCT 
population as “secure.”  
 

112 U2-d West of the Continental divide we constructively 
challenge you to more explicitly state priority water 
bodies and locations to jointly explore non-native fish 
suppression or removal in favor of enhancing native bull 
and westslope cutthroat trout populations. 

FWP has been and will continue to be committed to 
suppressing and removal of non-native trout species where it 
is necessary, feasible, and socially acceptable.  Numerous 
such efforts have been completed in the Missouri and 
Yellowstone drainages to help conserve and restore cutthroat 
in areas where they have been extirpated from many portions 
of their range.  Suppression and removal of non-native fish in 
western Montana is complicated by the desire to maintain 
open systems that allow for the migratory life history of bull 
trout, and some cases, westslope cutthroat trout.  Each of 
these species is still relatively wide-spread in western 
Montana, though we concur that many populations require 
conservation efforts.  In numerous locations the Plan does list 
waters, or portions of drainages, where removal of non-native 
species would be considered if such efforts would add in 
conservation of cutthroat and bull trout.  The potential of 
implementing such efforts will require site specific 
considerations of cost, logistical feasibility, and public 
acceptance.  These considerations and discussions will take 
considerable planning efforts for each project, and we do not 
feel it is practical to consider them in detail in the statewide 
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Plan. 
113 U3-d In essence, the plan guidance seems to boil down to 

protecting bull trout where they occur (as required under 
the ESA) but deferring proactive efforts to improve the 
status quo. Continuing the status quo is unlikely to result 
in meaningful strides toward recovery of ESA-listed bull 
trout. 

FWP is puzzled by this statement since Swan Lake is the 
focus of a major multi-agency lake trout suppression effort 
that includes USFWS. Due to the size and intensity of the 
effort as well as scientific support from Montana State 
University, FWP feels Swan Lake may have the highest 
likelihood of success of any ongoing efforts. FWP also moved 
to stabilize Swan bull trout status in the interim by reducing 
angler-caused mortality (harvest). FWP views both steps as 
meaningful. 

114 U3-e While most areas would allow fairly liberal angler 
harvest (a method we recognize as largely ineffective 
from a scientific perspective) there is no meaningful 
proposal to reduce brook trout numbers and the 
attendant hybridization threat by any more effective 
active measures.     

FWP recognizes that liberal harvest regulations are not likely 
to significantly reduce brook trout numbers, at least in waters 
with low angler pressure.  However, a liberal bag limit can be 
effective at keeping a population from expanding and having 
further impacts on bull trout, and FWP has used this approach 
in areas where brook trout currently do not appear to be 
having a major impact on bull trout.  Otherwise, if FWP 
determined that a particular situation was critical for bull 
trout, the agency would classify the management type as 
“suppression” and would then initiate more proactive means 
to reduce brook trout numbers. 

115 U3-h Again, this appears to be a refugia prescription for 
management of bull trout that is designed to maintain a 
few disconnected resident populations rather than 
providing for any meaningful recovery of migratory bull 
trout. 

Brown trout competition and predation on native trout 
probably has its greatest impact in the spawning and rearing 
tributaries.  In addition, public response to increased brown 
trout harvest in popular fishing areas has generally not been 
positive unless FWP could clearly show there was a problem 
and that regulations might contribute to the solution.  Public 
sentiment and a FWP goal are to restore quality angling to the 
Upper Clark Fork.  The agency opted to not suggest liberal 
regulations on brown trout since they are the species that will 
comprise the bulk of the fishery that is being restored. Bull 
trout in Harvey Creek are currently protected by a barrier that 
prevents brown trout from invading the system.  This 
population has existed for many years above this barrier and 
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FWP has electrofishing data that demonstrates that large 
migratory browns are waiting to move further up into Harvey 
Creek and invade.  It does not make sense to open this system 
up.  As far as Boulder Creek is concerned, there is evidence 
that some migratory component still exists to this population 
but it appears that it is primarily resident.  There are many 
reasons for very low numbers of bull trout in mainstem Flint 
Creek including irrigation entrainment, very high water 
temperatures and fish passage issues on top of non-native fish 
concerns.  It seems most reasonable to try to address these 
habitat conditions and see whether the bull trout respond. 

116 U3-j In the Clearwater Lakes (Clearwater, Rainy, Alva, 
Marshall, Inez, Salmon, Seeley, and Placid) there is 
clear and appropriate management direction toward 
Special Regulations/Suppression of northern pike with 
"emphasis on harvest to reduce predation on trout" and 
consideration of derbies, bounties and commercial 
methods of harvest to be explored. Why is this the only 
system where this type of Management Direction is 
considered necessary and prudent?    

Although northern pike are an invasive species west of the 
Continental Divide, their impacts are more detrimental in 
some waters than in others.  As such, there are three 
Management Types used for pike, ranging from “General” 
(which is the least aggressive in terms of management 
reaction to their presence) to “Liberal Regulations,” (the in-
between category) to “Suppression” (the most aggressive 
category).  In the Clearwater system, northern pike were 
illegally introduced and compromise native and sport fishery 
objectives (i.e., native trout conservation and trout and salmon 
sport fisheries).  Because of this dual impact, suppression of 
northern pike meets our two goals of providing quality 
angling opportunity (in this case for species other than 
northern pike) and conserving remaining native fish 
populations.  The active suppression of northern pike is not 
proposed to be done by FWP but rather through derbies or 
private commercial interests (provided it is made legal).     

KOOTENAI RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
117 I1-f Perhaps MFWP does not believe this is relevant within 

the Montana reach of the Kootenai River system, but we 
suggest that it is worth mentioning along with nutrient 
restoration efforts ongoing immediately downstream 

Nutrient depletion is occurring in the Kootenai River 
downstream of Libby Dam and may be playing a role in the 
proliferation of Didymosphenia geminata (“rock snot”). FWP 
and the US Army Corps are investigating that relationship and 
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from the Idaho-Montana border, where there may be 
some “spillover” effects to Montana waters. 

also monitoring Idaho’s nutrient restoration program.  
 

118 I3-h Yet this draft plan indicates the Crystal will continue to 
be a non-fishery by continuing to plant redband 
rainbows. 

The FWP hatchery system is looking for ways to improve 
rearing capacity, including reducing the number of fish 
species/strains raised at each station. The question for 
northwest Montana was whether redband trout could be 
substituted for other rainbow strains. While not growing to 
trophy size like Kamloops rainbows as hoped, the redbands 
have proven to survive well, grow to a good size and produce 
a decent catch rate. The effort on Crystal Lake was hampered 
because redband hatchery production had not caught up with 
demand and the lake was being under-planted. Redband 
supplies have been increased and Crystal Lake should 
henceforth be planted at historic levels. 

119 U2-g Continue to explore Libby Dam and gas bubble disease 
and spring spill and opportunities to minimize 
downstream fish effects.  Did not see discussion of this 
specifically. 

FWP is monitoring Libby Dam spills for impacts to 
downstream fisheries. The hope is that the information 
derived will help in minimizing spill effects. However, the 
spring spill is dictated by the US Fish and Wildlife Service 
through their Biological Opinion on white sturgeon and 
recovery efforts for this species through spill may be viewed 
more important than eliminating the occurrence of gas bubble 
disease in other fishes. 

120 U2-h Did not notice discussion of potential emerging threat of 
Lake Kookanusa, lake trout or brown trout. threats to 
bull trout.  Would not want to see this be a missed 
opportunity to limit expansion of either species in a 
place where bull trout are doing relatively well. 

No lake or brown trout have been captured in Lake 
Koocanusa to date. However, several lake trout have been 
caught in the Kootenai River downstream. Brown trout were 
illegally planted in Lake Creek and are now established in the 
Kootenai River downstream of Kootenai Falls. FWP is 
monitoring that population. 

121 U3-f Kootenai River (downstream of Kootenai Falls) is one 
location where Suppression is specifically targeted and 
Management Direction is to "identify status of this 
illegally introduced species" and "identify opportunities 
to reduce or eliminate.....". But, "identifying 
opportunities" is much less aggressive than actively 

FWP has to understand the status and characteristics of 
illegally introduced brown trout (define the problem) before 
we can design solutions. The potential to accomplish 
meaningful suppression of brown trout without causing 
significant damage to non-target species will be limited.   
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seeking to suppress a worrisome and apparently 
expanding population. 

SWAN RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
122 U3-a In some circumstances (e.g., the Kootenai) the plan 

states" "continue to work with agencies and mining 
interests to improve habitat in core areas". In the 
Tobacco River drainage (Grave Creek) the plan 
specifically mentions: "work with irrigators and 
agencies to eliminate adult loss and reduce/eliminate fry 
loss in system." Some of these are not fisheries 
management objectives per se and it's not clear why a 
few habitat objectives were highlighted but many others 
are ignored.   

Fisheries habitat protection and management is a core 
function and the most meaningful objective in many 
drainages in conserving bull trout. There is a large and active 
habitat protection and management program ongoing, the 
examples highlighted focus programs at this point in time. 

123 U3-c For Swan Lake it mentions "catch and release fishing 
allowed but not harvest." Is it not a management 
objective to restore the lost harvest opportunity in Swan 
Lake in the next six years? 

Restoration of bull trout harvest in Swan lake is an unstated 
goal. However, FWP is only part way through a major lake 
trout suppression program in Swan Lake that, to date, has not 
yielded any results in reducing lake trout. There will likely be 
a lag in bull trout response, therefore, it is only speculative 
and probably unlikely bull trout harvest will be restored 
within 6 years. 

FLATHEAD RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
124 F1-a I am curious as to why it has been illegal to use live fish 

as bait while fishing in the Flathead River. It seems to 
me that a fish caught in the river and then used as bait 
does no harm. I would even allow that certain game fish, 
although legally taken, should not be used as bait. 
However, using fish such as peamouth and pike 
minnows caught in the river to lure pike and lake trout 
seem to be a useful tool. If there is some scientific 
reason for this prohibition, I will withdraw my 
comment. I cannot find this scientific documentation. 

Live bait is an effective means to fish for predatory species. 
And it would seem reasonable to use bait fish caught within 
the same water. However, there are issues with moving live 
fish between waters such as disease and Aquatic Nuisance 
Species (AIS). For common species such as peamouth and 
pikeminnow, it is difficult to tell whether the fish originated 
in the water where it is being used. The main issue is that 
illegal fish introductions have caused tremendous damage 
across the state with more than half of the introductions 
occurring in northwest Montana. Illegal dumping of bait fish 
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is a major source of problems, therefore, use of live bait is 
prohibited in the western half of the state. 

125 G5-h Flathead River.  The entire drainage including formerly 
native fish waters in Glacier National Park has been 
badly damaged. Maximum lake trout suppression.  
Eliminate the lake trout slot limit and size limit 
restrictions on Flathead Lake. Implement those Flathead 
Lake limits on the entire drainage.  Manage for the 
native fish, not for economic interests. Quantify and 
publicize the costs to FWP, CSKT, and NPS to address 
the lake trout damage. Protecting entrenched economic 
interests is not a valid consideration in setting fisheries 
management goals.  

The Flathead Lake and River Fisheries Co-Management Plan, 
2001-2010, set out a number of strategies to favor native fish 
over non-native fish including raising the lake trout limit (to 
100 fish per day) and fishing events (Mack Days) sponsored 
by the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribe (CSKT). 
Although the lake trout slot limit would seem to be illogical, 
eliminating slot-sized fish would do little to alleviate 
biological problems but would probably decrease angler 
support and participation. CSKT is currently preparing an EIS 
on more aggressive lake trout management strategies that will 
examine costs and benefits. FWP has been actively engaged 
in reviewing and providing comment on that document. 
 

126 G5-i Obtain or identify more Flathead Lake public boat 
launch access points 

Region 1 FWP has been actively working to acquire more 
sites on the Flathead Lake and River and enhance existing 
sites to promote increased and year round use with some 
success. The value of land around Flathead Lake generally 
makes it prohibitive to acquire new sites. 
 

127 M1-a Additional efforts are needed to increase the bull trout 
population.  The most recent redd counts are positive 
based on the the bull trout spawning survey released by 
Region 1 on Oct 17, 2012.  However, as noted, it is only 
60% of the 1980's average.  I submit that the 1980's 
average is also well below the earlier population 
estimates from the 1960's and mid 1970's.    I think more 
aggressive efforts are required.  These could include use 
of artificial, plastic, incubation boxes for bull trout roe in 
the spawning streams of the North Fork such as Big, 
Coal, and Whale Creeks.  It may also be time to consider 
artificial propagation of fry and parr for planting in the 
Flathead spawning tributaries. 

Some North Fork tributaries were surveyed in the 1950s and 
redd counts then were similar to redd counts in the 1980s. The 
introduction of Mysis shrimp in the 1980s profoundly 
changed the ecology of Flathead Lake and historic abundance 
levels may no longer be meaningful. There have been some 
successful experiments with hatchery culture of bull trout. 
However, bull trout restoration plans to date have focused on 
habitat and other limiting factors and artificial propagation 
has not been one of the strategies used. The original 
petitioners for bull trout ESA listing successfully sued to stop 
the use of hatcheries. If artificial propagation was pursued the 
question would be where to acquire bull trout eggs without 
harming donor populations? 
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128 S6-a Why don't we cut our losses on Flathead Lake and 
transplant several strains of Steelhead into the system. 
Imagine biannual steelhead runs on the North and 
Middle Forks! They are compatible with Lake Trout, as 
evidenced by the Great Lakes fishery, and adding such a 
resource would certainly boost the local economy. If it 
works out, we can begin to plant coho, pink, and 
chinook salmon as well! 

Flathead Lake was actually stocked with chinook and coho 
salmon in the past but the fisheries did not persist. The 
famous Flathead kokanee fishery was created when sockeye 
eggs were accidentally included with chinook eggs. The other 
salmon species mentioned would not thrive without a suitable 
prey species, which does not exist in Flathead Lake. Top 
salmon predators would also compete with not only lake trout 
but also the native trout species. Disasters with past species 
introductions such as Mysis shrimp have created the need for 
extra caution and analysis for new species introductions. No 
new species introductions are contemplated for the Flathead 
system. 

129 T6-e Page 108:   Under the “Habitat” section would be a good 
place to mention the effects on the habitat of the 
currently occurring changes in flows and warming 
waters.  We are seeing more spring rain, less snow in 
winter and drier summer/fall periods.  These factors will 
be major players in managing our fisheries over the six-
year period encompassed by the plan, but currently 
ignored in the plan. 

See new Climate Change section in Part I of the Plan on 
actions FWP can and will take to manage and adjust to the 
effects of  a warming environment. 

130 T6-f There seems to be no real plan to deal with this 
continuing outpouring of invasive fish throughout the 
basin.  This very real habitat loss and alteration needs to 
be addressed planning for the future. 

The outpouring of non-native fish refers to the over-
expansion of lake trout in the Flathead drainage in the late 
1980s-early 1990s in response to the introduction of Mysis 
shrimp. Limiting factors and management have now 
contracted lake trout to lower numbers, however, the damage 
has been done in regards to invasions. Glacier National Park 
is doing some barrier work, most other waters are now being 
investigated for management or suppression strategies. FWP 
is preparing an environmental assessment of continuing and 
enhancing suppression of rainbow trout in the Flathead 
drainage which threaten the genetic purity of westslope 
cutthroat.  Also see response to comment F2-c. 
 

131 T6-g The primary goal of the (Flathead Lake) co-management The complete statement is to “Increase and protect native 
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plan, as stated in the agreement, is to “Increase and 
protect native trout populations (bull trout and cutthroat 
trout).”  FWP often seems to conveniently forget to 
include the “increase” part of the agreement.  That 
should be part of this plan and should continue to be 
included in any new co-management planning for the 
basin. 

trout populations (bull trout and cutthroat trout) to at least 
secure levels”. Bull trout have increased from below secure 
levels in the 1990s and are now at least 50% above secure 
levels. Westslope cutthroat are abundant and it is assumed 
they are in at least the same status. Nevertheless, it is FWP’s 
intent to continue to work toward improving the status of 
native fish. 
 

132 T6-j There is no mention of future planning for increasing the 
suppression effort on lake trout or developing methods 
to support lake trout suppression in the management 
direction. 

FWP co-manages the Flathead fishery with the Confederated 
Salish and Kootenai Tribe (CSKT). It is noted in the narrative 
that CSKT is preparing a Draft EIS to look at more aggressive 
strategies for managing lake trout. FWP participated in the 
interdepartmental team process but is not a co-signator of the 
DEIS. FWP is tracking the outcome of the DEIS to determine 
future management strategies. 

133 T6-k Special Regulations call for regulations to be in place to 
“protect or manipulate population levels or sizes…”  It 
should be the same for both bull trout and cutthroat in 
Flathead Lake. 

Conservation management often includes special regulations 
to maintain or enhance the status of a species. Both bull trout 
and westslope cutthroat have special regulations in place in 
the Flathead although differing status and biology dictates 
different regulations. Also see response to comment T6-i. 

134 U1-a As such, the Flathead National Forest believes the 
scientific rational and modeling results presented in the 
process to date accurately portray existing conditions.  
Some of the science that is being used within the DEIS 
has come from native fish recovery efforts in Swan Lake 
where we have been a strong supporter.   

FWP appreciates the invaluable support of the Flathead 
National Forest in the lake trout suppression program 
underway in Swan Lake. FWP’s perspective is that the size 
and intensity of the effort, as well as the underlying scientific 
investigations with Montana State University, create a high 
potential for success and will go far in assessing the potential 
efficacy of lake trout suppression in other waters. FWP is a 
co-manager of Flathead Lake with CSKT and participated in 
the interdisciplinary team process on the Flathead Lake DEIs 
but is not a co-signator. FWP has submitted comments to 
CSKT and the Bonneville Power Administration on the Draft 
EIS. 

135 U2-f Flathead Lake is ground zero for one of the tougher 
native fish/recreational fisheries management issues 

See response number 132 and number 134. 
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that you and others face…       We encourage more 
exhaustive treatment of this issue in your plan to 
telegraph to the public the gravity of the environmental 
and social issues at hand.   

136 U2-i Establish management goals for bull trout populations 
and recovery. 

See response number 132. 

137 W2-a I would like the Flathead fisheries to be managed for 
warm water fish. It seems like all anyone from the fwp 
cares about is cutthroat and bulltrout. 

See response to number 16. 

138 W3-a I restate the request for a no-wake designation (on Echo 
Lake) as described in the attached petition.  A long-time 
Montana lawyer, I’m afraid further disregarding this 
conditions could result in a wrongful death or other 
lawsuit against the State of Montana and certainly not 
help the fisheries of the State and the “enhancement of 
public fishing access.”   

Thank you for the comment. Boating regulations are set by 
the Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks Commission with 
assistance from FWP. A member of the FWP staff will be in 
touch to provide you with the correct procedures for 
submitting your petition. 
 

UPPER CLARK FORK RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
139 C4-e We are especially interested in MWFP’s plans over the 

next six years to work with the Natural Resource 
Damage Program and its contractors on habitat and 
instream flow restoration projects in the Upper Clark 
Fork basin.     

FWP has explained to NRD that it is interested in contributing 
to evaluations to refine needed restoration actions and to be 
responsible for evaluating effectiveness of the program at 
restoring the Clark Fork fishery.  This would build upon 
FWP’s area prioritization and restoration concept 
contributions already provided to NRD.  FWP’s role is still 
undefined, however.  FWP expects that this issue will gain 
clarity as the planning process through the NRD program 
continues. 

140 C4-h We understand that it is difficult for MFWP to lay out its 
goals and strategies prior to the Compact being finally 
approved, but the Plan should at least include  
information    

FWP’s view is that it is too early to commit to any course of 
action prior to receiving public comment and review by the 
state legislature.  However, as currently drafted, FWP 
anticipates an effort in the Clark Fork similar to that in the 
Blackfoot in which the agency works with water users to 
optimize their water use for the benefit of the fishery (i.e., 
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meeting flow targets) while minimizing impacts on current 
agricultural practices to the extent possible.  There is a 10 
year waiting period proposed in which FWP and water users 
could begin discussions and put together a water management 
plan for implementation.  
 

141 K2-b My comments are limited to the Little Blackfoot River, 
which is frequently fish. This is primarily a brown trout 
fishery, but management concern appears to be weighed 
in favor of native trout and whitefish. The river's habitat 
has almost been destroyed in areas from channelizing, 
but the plan does not address how to deal with this. 

FWP agrees that the Little Blackfoot River’s habitat has been 
extensively altered.  Channelization is due primarily to the 
railroad line, highway and practices on some private land.  
Addressing these is difficult because the railroad and highway 
are not going to be moved.  Working with private landowners 
requires their agreement to restore meanders and even then it 
may not be possible because of the railroad and highway.  
Where it is possible, FWP has suggested such actions and 
participated in work on a project in the upper part of the 
drainage.  Still, much more work can be done.  FWP is 
currently working with the Natural Resource Damage 
Program on a restoration plan for the Upper Clark Fork Basin. 
As it currently stands, the Little Blackfoot River is considered 
a high priority tributary for restoration and a number of ideas 
for what kind of activities should occur are provided in that 
plan. 

142 U2-j Request additional attention to bull trout recovery 
options here.   As you know the bull trout in this 
drainage are in dire straits and have not demonstrated 
much demographic support from fluvial fish.  The 
proximity of local population to each other and the 
condition of migratory corridors (FMO) is also a 
concern.  But, this is a location where opportunities may 
increase with removal of Milltown Dam.   

FWP is hopeful that there will be an increase in fluvial bull 
trout in the Upper Clark Fork River.  FWP (and other state 
and federal agencies) has given much attention to the Upper 
Clark Fork, with much gained.  Pending cleanup of metals 
contamination, removal of Milltown Dam and improved 
connectivity, and a focus of instream flow for the state NRD 
restoration program all point towards improved habitat in the 
Upper Clark Fork.  Constraints do exist for bull trout, 
however, that will likely limit their response, particularly in 
the portion of the river above Rock Creek.  The Clark Fork 
will remain warm, some metals contamination will persist, 
and bull trout migration from below the Blackfoot to above 
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Rock Creek is likely to be rare based on the fact that bull trout 
tagged at Milltown only moved upstream as far up as Rock 
Creek  (though migration into Boulder Creek  in the Flint 
Creek drainage is intuitively possible).  In addition, there are 
few spawning areas above Rock Creek (three) and only one 
above Boulder, which is upper Warm Springs Creek.  Thus, 
there are few populations to provide bull trout that can 
repopulate the Clark Fork.  Currently, bull trout are primarily 
found in the upper end of Warm Springs Creek (and its 
tributaries), which is disconnected from the lower end and 
Clark Fork River by Myers Dam (limiting upstream passage), 
contaminated stream water and irrigation and water supply 
diversions (limiting downstream dispersion).  This isolation 
may have been a benefit however as it has limited brown trout 
invasion and provided a relatively large area for bull trout to 
persist, including miles of stream and Silver Lake.  Managing 
connectivity to the benefit of bull trout is an objective in the 
Warm Springs drainage.  Brown trout dominate the upper 
Clark Fork River fishery due to their ability to tolerate metals 
contamination better than other trout (though brown trout 
survival is even poor) and their preference for and 
competitive advantage in warmer, low gradient river systems.  
There is no cost-effective method for suppressing brown trout 
in open systems such as the Upper Clark Fork River, nor 
would it seem plausible that much would be gained from 
doing so.  The Clark Fork River to the Flathead River holds 
few bull trout though its trout species composition changes, 
effects of Milltown Dam were non-existent through much of 
its length and metals contamination diminishes moving 
downstream.  All things considered, FWP sees the response of 
bull trout in the Upper Clark Fork to be small in number but 
hopefully significant to individual populations that need 
additional fish. 

143 U3-g That's 122 miles of the Clark Fork, which is the Currently, bull trout use is rare to non-existent in the Upper 
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mainstem migratory corridor for bull trout and listed as 
critical habitat - where brown trout enhancement is the 
primary management objective. How will conflicting 
management objectives be accomplished, scientifically, 
if in fact the two species are in direct competition? 

Clark Fork River above Flint Creek and rare throughout the 
rest of the Clark Fork River.  Major restoration efforts 
supported and implemented by the state and federal agencies 
(e.g., Milltown Dam removal and Clark Fork River Superfund 
cleanup and state NRD restoration) are hoping that habitat 
conditions will improve to allow for more bull trout use in the 
Upper Clark Fork River.  Each of these restoration efforts will 
also benefit brown trout because they dominate the system 
and the habitat will continue to favor them.  For reasons 
described in more detail earlier, improvement in bull trout 
numbers will likely be limited in the Clark Fork River.  Public 
input has been very positive towards restoring the Upper 
Clark Fork River trout fishery.  Because of the ecology of the 
system, the fishery will depend primarily on brown trout.  
FWP’s primary enhancement objective is to restore the river’s 
trout fishery.  At the present time that means brown trout, 
because as habitat improves, the species present (i.e., brown 
trout) will be the benefactor and FWP’s view is that the 
habitat will continue to benefit brown trout.  Nevertheless, 
many of FWP’s restoration priority areas focus on westslope 
cutthroat trout and bull trout populations.  The agency’s goal 
is to improve native species composition from its current level 
of 1-4% to hopefully as high as 10%.  The agency does not 
view its objectives for a trout fishery and native trout 
enhancement (including bull trout) as mutually exclusive.  
Rather, FWP sees this as an opportunity to improve habitat 
for trout in general and the agency will adjust its priorities if 
significant gains can be made for native trout. 

CLARK FORK RIVER FLINT/ROCK DRAINAGE 
 
144 C1-a The general stream habitat of upper Rock Creek and the 

remarkable cutthroat population that is re-establishing 
there is a terrific example for, I hope, any and all 
streams you seek to improve in this "expanded West-

FWP is pleased to hear this perspective. The habitat is in good 
shape, which definitely benefits westslope cutthroat.  FWP 
doesn’t have long term data in the drainage above Windlass 
Bridge, but angler reports have indicated that the upper 
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slope habitat" plan  portion of the drainage was a good rainbow trout fishery.  
Rainbow trout densities are now very low likely due to 
whirling disease and FWP expects that this allowed westslope 
cutthroat trout to expand.  Conserving westslope cutthroat 
trout through habitat protection and enhancement and harvest 
restrictions has resulted in maintaining a quality fishery in 
parts of Rock Creek in the presence of whirling disease.   

145 G1-a The following are some recommendations to halt and 
hopefully reverse the current decline of the (Rock) 
Creek:  (1) Restrict commercial floating Wednesday, 
Saturday and Sunday on the narrow ten miles of the 
Creek between the Bohrnsen Bridge and Hogback Creek 
from the third week in May until July 1.  This would 
reduce the float/fishing pressure and vehicle traffic 
hazard on this section of the Creek on weekend peak 
days. This is similar to current restrictions on some 
sections of the Big Hole River.  From Hogback Creek, 
where there is a launch site, downstream would remain 
open for float fishing until July 1 as it is now providing 
a lengthy section of the Creek for commercial floating 
seven days a week.   

The Plan isn’t intended to address river recreation issues; its 
main focus is fisheries management. Many of these issues are 
very complex and would require much public involvement in 
developing and reviewing proposals.  The Plan is not suited to 
deal with these issues but this can be done through other 
means if there is significant public interest in pursuing 
changes. 

146 G1-b (2) Make all tributaries of the main stem of Rock Creek 
catch-and-release for Cutthroat as presently required on 
the Big Blackfoot and most other “blue ribbon” streams. 

The current regulation of 3 fish less than 10 inches is 
effectively very close to catch and release.  The regulation 
only allows harvest of juvenile trout since most cutthroat in 
western Montana are adults when they are above 10 inches or 
are juveniles migrating to mainstem waters where it is catch 
and release.  FWP could consider catch and release during the 
regulation setting process. 

147 G1-c (3) Close Rock Creek to all fishing from the end of 
November until the third Saturday in May. There are 
plenty of places to fish during the winter and spring 
months. Such a closure would have little real impact on 
fishing opportunities in the area during this time of year. 
However, it would give the fish a much needed 

Data from across the state indicates that liberal seasons on  
our larger rivers have no effect on trout populations as there is 
little harvest and catch and release mortality is minor relative 
to natural mortality.  Though the high angling pressure likely 
reducing the number of fish caught by any one angler.  Winter 
and spring fishing in Rock Creek provides an opportunity for 
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protection when the water level is very low and fish are 
stacked up in pools. 

anglers to fish when there is less pressure.  Many anglers have 
already been displaced by crowding on Rock Creek and this 
winter/spring fishing allows these anglers a portion of the 
year to fish with minimal pressure.  FWP could consider such 
a regulation during the regulation setting process if interest is 
strong enough.  From past experience, FWP concludes that 
most people enjoy the year round fishing on Rock Creek. 

148 U2-k Future projects that protect additional parcels in both 
upper and lower Rock Creek should be high priority, 
particularly if they are adjacent to existing conservation 
easements. 

FWP concurs.  The NRD program may have money for such 
projects if they provide benefits to terrestrial resources.  Rock 
Creek is not a high priority area for the NRD program since it 
was not injured by the mining operations and is further away 
from the injury than other streams and rivers.  FWP is always 
in search of funding sources and opportunities for habitat 
protection, particularly for a valuable resource such as Rock 
Creek. 

149 U2-l Harvey Creek-  “Enhance resident and migratory life 
histories, maintain barrier to protect from invasion of 
non-native fish.”  This statement needs to be fleshed out. 
Although it is not designated as a local population by the 
FWS, the population in Harvey Creek is very important 
to maintaining geographic distribution of bull trout 
across the Upper Clark Fork Core Area. 

The statement needs to be coupled with the Habitat Needs and 
Activities for the water.  It states that we are pursuing cost-
effective selective upstream passage and reducing 
downstream entrainment.  So, FWP is protecting from 
invasion with a barrier but connecting with improved passage 
for bull trout. 

150 U3-i In tributaries to Rock Creek (bull trout spawning and 
rearing habitat) the Management type is also listed as 
General, but the Management Direction would "allow 
liberal harvest" of brown, rainbow and brook trout while 
"other options to reduce numbers would be considered if 
those options would increase native trout density and 
WCT angling opportunity." It's unclear how that 
determination would be made since no active 
experimentation is proposed to determine "if those 
options would increase native trout density and WCT 
angling opportunity". 

FWP would be willing to propose experimental suppression 
efforts in some tributaries to Rock Creek (and elsewhere) 
depending on the details of the program.  These discussions 
are better done outside this plan.  The proposal would likely 
require public review of a more detailed proposal than what is 
capable in this plan.  Costs and personnel time are major 
limiting factors for FWP to implement such experiments.  
Current suppression methods are too expensive and benefits 
too short term and of too limited a scale to be of management 
use.  Experimentation should focus on how to lower cost and 
make suppression more permanent.  FWP (in cooperation 
with USGS and USFWS) is attempting to better understand 
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the ecology of brown trout invasion with the hope of refining 
where and how we could be most effective at limiting their 
expansion and continue to manage native trout effectively.  
FWP is concerned that expanding brown trout (and other non-
native trout) may result in further declines of native trout and 
westslope cutthroat trout angling opportunity. 

BLACKFOOT RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
151 K2-c It is mentioned that Nevada Reservoir is often dewatered 

because of irrigation, but there are no forward looking 
solutions presented by the department to address this. 

This plan is intended to give broad direction for management 
of the fisheries as well as some broad scale habitat issues.  
This would be a more specific issue that would be dealt with 
in more local planning efforts and reports.  However, in 
regards to the issue, FWP has no legal standing in the 
management of the reservoir or the use of its water.  FWP is 
working with willing landowners up and downstream of the 
reservoir to correct fisheries problems on Nevada Creek. In 
addition to various restoration projects, FWP has worked with 
the Nevada Reservoir water users to construct fish ladders at 
the major diversion (Douglas and North Helmville canals). 
Should events allow for better instream flows, FWP will 
explore those opportunities. 

152 R2-a After I read the proposed 2013 fishing regulations for 
the Blackfoot drainage, I got the impression that the 
native fishes angling description (for WCT and 
BT)implies that intentional fishing for bull trout will be 
allowed starting in 2013. This assumption was made 
based on the lack of language explicitly prohibiting 
angling for bull trout.  Explicit language prohibiting 
intentional angling for bull trout is included in all other 
drainages in the western district with viable bull trout 
populations. 

The language in the Blackfoot River drainage is different but 
the regulation for bull trout is the same as the other drainages:  
it is prohibited to purposely fish for bull trout. 

153 R2-b Allowing the use of bait on the Blackfoot is de facto 
permission for intentional angling of bull trout. On the 

This plan is not intended to propose fishing regulations.  
Rather it is intended to communicate broad fishery 
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other hand, single barbless hook use in this drainage 
(lure or fly) would result in very little angling mortality. 
I would very much appreciate a qualifying response to 
the fact that FWP has not implemented a bait ban on the 
Blackfoot. Lifting the intentional angling restriction on 
bull trout on the mainstem Blackfoot while making this 
crucial fluvial bull trout stronghold bait free makes 
much more sense than the current (proposed) 
regulations. 

management direction that should be consistent with fishing 
regulations.  To address your concern, however, current 
regulations do not allow the use of bait in any of the primary 
bull trout spawning streams. Bait restrictions extend to the 
confluence areas of major bull trout streams where they are 
often found. It is also worth noting that during the summer 
bull trout typically exit the river and enter colder streams, 
most of which now have regulations requiring artificial lures 
(no bait).  Under current regulations, bull trout have been 
increasing in abundance. Finally, bait fishing for other trout 
species can be permissible because they can sustain harvest 
and still provide quality angling.  This is because in healthy 
trout populations natural mortality often overwhelms the 
effect of bait caused or harvest mortality and trout populations 
can compensate for mortality with greater survival of 
remaining individuals.  FWP hunting regulations are based on 
this concept and allow for annual harvest of animals while 
maintaining opportunity in the future.  FWP fishing 
regulations are intended to do the same for angling.  Finally, 
bait fishing also allows anglers of varying ages, ability and 
gear and harvest preference to enjoy fishing too.   

154 U2-m The Blackfoot River is managed as a wild trout fishery, 
emphasizing natural reproduction of free-ranging and 
naturalized nonnative trout. The basin is also a focus for 
native trout recovery efforts.”  This needs more 
discussion of compatibility be managing for naturalized 
non-natives and native recovery efforts. 

Restoration of native trout in the Blackfoot River has been a 
focus of FWP personnel and resources since at least the early 
1990s.  As a result, some populations have seen dramatic 
increases in numbers, others have recolonized restored habitat 
and yet others have steadily declined.  The populations of 
non-native trout have remained largely the same throughout 
that time.  Therefore, it is clear that enhancing native trout 
populations in the presence of non-native trout can be 
achieved, and that affects of non-native fish on native trout is 
variable depending on a number of ecological factors.  
Furthermore, and from a more pragmatic standpoint, there is 
no cost-effective method to suppress or remove non-native 
trout for reasons described in earlier responses and in more 
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detail.  Therefore, changing species composition due to 
compatibility conflicts is not a management tool that is 
available at a drainage wide scale. Instead, management 
compatibility requires an understanding of how the different 
species use the system and prioritizing where to focus 
management to achieve management goals.  Within the 
Blackfoot River the relative abundance of non-native trout 
varies within the basin, whereas the relative abundance of 
native species is more uniform basin-wide.  With respect to 
the Blackfoot River, most of the tributaries downstream of the 
Clearwater River support primarily non-native trout and 
recruit these trout to the mainstem Blackfoot River where 
they provide a valuable sport fishery. Upstream of the 
Clearwater, the relative abundance of native trout increases 
and rainbow trout decline to the point they are no longer 
present (i.e., upstream of Nevada Creek). Upstream of 
Nevada Creek, brown trout are the prevalent non-native trout.  
Because of the strong spatial (i.e., longitudinal) characteristics 
of the trout community, it is practical to manage for non-
native trout in the lower basin, while promoting the recovery 
of native trout higher in the basin (i.e., above the Clearwater 
River) and in many reaches of the tributaries.  Although non-
native trout are generally prevalent in the river, the relative 
abundance of native trout has been increasing throughout the 
Blackfoot River. In the lower Blackfoot River (i.e., below the 
Clearwater), this increase is occurring because the migratory 
life history tactics of the fluvial native fish. The fluvial 
natives are able occupy the lower river in the presence of non-
native trout but still reproduce and rear in areas upstream of 
non-native competitors.  Because the agency understands the 
biology of how native trout use the river and knows where 
native trout best respond to management, FWP is 
emphasizing native trout in the Blackfoot River above the 
Clearwater River, whereas below the Clearwater River 
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management emphasizes a mix of non-native and native trout.  
The improvement in native westslope cutthroat trout has 
improved angling opportunity throughout the Blackfoot 
River. 

155 U2-n Clearwater, Rainy, Alva, Marshall and Inez Lakes: 
Support providing liberal harvest opportunities to reduce 
non-native fish numbers where possible to reduce 
predation on and competition and hybridization with 
native trout.  It would be good to formalize what some 
of these opportunities are. 

It is assumed that this comment refers primarily to northern 
pike and brown trout in all Clearwater drainage lakes. 
However, the lakes listed generally do not support these 
species or they are present in very low numbers. FWP is open 
to discussing potential options for northern pike and brown 
trout where they are prevalent (i.e., Salmon and Seeley lakes), 
as well as brook trout where they may be a limiting factor for 
native trout (e.g., Clearwater Lake).  Formalizing specific 
harvest opportunities is better dealt with in the regulation 
setting process. 

BITTERROOT RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
156 C4-j The Plan acknowledges that “dewatering of tributaries 

remains one of the most serious issues for the fishery in 
the Bitterroot River.” (Bitterroot River Drainage p. 3) 
Yet the Plan provides only very general activities to 
address habitat needs in the basin. We would appreciate 
seeing MFWP taking a close look at the status of the 
tributaries in the Bitterroot and providing a specific 
action plan for the next six years to address specific 
habitat needs and challenges in the basin.   

Dewatering of the tributaries is a difficult, long term, issue. 
Due to over-appropriated streamflows and small-parcel land 
ownership patterns, restoring midsummer streamflows is not 
easily or often accomplished. FWP is supportive of efforts to 
restore instream flows and often looks towards restoring 
streamflow in discussions with landowners whenever 
possible. However, the opportunity for leasing or otherwise 
securing significant instream flows is rare. FWP would 
welcome outside help in this area.  
 

157 U2-e We encourage an expansion of discussion with the Lolo 
and Bitterroot National Forest and USFWS to identify 
key streams and populations where non-native fish 
suppression/removal could be explored adaptively.   

FWP has a strong, cooperative relationship with the Lolo and 
Bitterroot national Forest staffs. FWP has informally 
indicated to Lolo National Forest aquatics staff where the 
agency believes non-native fish suppression would be most 
beneficial, and FWP has identified many of the mountain 
lakes that are a priority for fish removal. The largest 
impediment is staff time and project funding. In the case of 
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non-native trout suppression, the problem is that there is 
currently no method available that is cost effective and will 
maintain suppressed populations of target species in open 
systems (e.g. Little Joe Creek).  Current methods are 
expensive (treatment for one larger creek could be as much as 
one-half a regional budget for field operations) and 
suppression gains are reversed soon after measures are 
stopped.  FWP shares the opinion that introduced trout can be 
a limiting factor for native trout and the agency would also 
prefer to selectively remove them from native fish core areas.  
However, before suppression efforts are considered beyond 
an experimental basis, FWP would need to show that 
appropriate funding is in place and efforts have a strong 
chance of succeeding at restoring target species over the long-
term (either through significant funding commitment and/or 
much improved effectiveness of methods).  Non-native fish 
populations often have value to most of the public and 
proposing to suppress these fish with no evidence that it will 
be successful is likely to erode credibility of FWP and the 
profession with the public.  Given the financial and technical 
inability to effectively implement suppression at any 
meaningful spatial or time scale, FWP prefers to use staff 
time and money towards more lasting benefits such as habitat 
protection and enhancement.  FWP is interested in 
cooperating with other in developing more cost effective 
suppression or removal methods in places suitable for this 
type of research.  

158 U2-o “With concern over the deleterious effects of brown and 
brook trout in the Bitterroot drainage, these fish should 
be managed similarly to pike: “more liberal harvest (no 
limits) and extended seasons.”   

The limit for brook trout is 20 daily and in possession. This 
regulation allows liberal harvest of brook trout in the 
Bitterroot. The situation with brown trout is more complex. 
During the last regulation setting process in 2011, we 
encouraged the harvest of brown trout in the East and West 
Forks of the Bitterroot River. Brown trout are the only species 
of trout that may be kept in the East Fork Bitterroot and the 
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West Fork of the Bitterroot downstream of Painted Rocks 
Reservoir. Public input resisted further increase of brown 
trout limits either in number or to other areas of the Bitterroot.  
Many of the tributaries of the Bitterroot River support large 
populations of brown trout in the lowest reaches of the 
streams. For the tributaries, the limit for rainbow and brown 
trout in combination is 5 daily and in possession, only 1 over 
14 inches. Since there are generally few rainbow trout in these 
reaches, most of the harvest would be brown trout. FWP is 
not optimistic that anglers will have much impact on brown 
trout populations. Brown trout can be difficult to catch by 
most anglers and many of the anglers we encounter release 
nearly all of the fish they catch. 

159 U2-p It would be useful to have an objective to decrease the 
number of high mountain lakes that have fish species 
that are likely to be hindering native stream-fish 
populations in the Bitterroot through hybridization or 
competition.  Bitterroot drainage lakes commonly have 
non-native species that appear to be escaping the lake 
and potentially degrading the native fish populations 
downstream.  Examples include brook trout in South 
Kootenai Lake, rainbow trout in North Kootenai Lake, 
Big lakes and High Lake, and cutthroat hybrids in 
Peterson, Chaffin, Hart, and Tamarack lakes. 
There should also be direction for the management of 
lakes for the benefit of other aquatic species such as 
amphibians.  An objective to keep the Bitterroot’s 
fishless lakes fishless may be a useful signal with regard 
to ecosystem management.    

FWP will formally initiate those discussions. The agency has 
discussed the idea of “swamping” some of the lakes inhabited 
by Yellowstone cutthroat or rainbow trout. The goal would be 
to replace the existing species with westslope cutthroat if 
possible. Limitations to doing these projects includes staff 
time andfunding. 

160 U2-q In the table called Fisheries Management Direction for 
Bitterroot River Drainage, the first area described is 
“West Fork Bitterroot River and Tributaries Including 
Painted Rocks Reservoir.”  Clarify that this pertains to 
West Fork Bitterroot River upstream of the reservoir. 

FWP appreciates this clarification, and the table has been 
changed. 
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161 U2-r No mention is made about Lolo Creek, a large drainage 
at the lower end of the Bitterroot and its specific 
potential for bull trout conservation and partner 
opportunities and addressing habitat degradation and 
passage barriers created by State Highway 12. 

FWP and Lolo national Forest staff routinely coordinate on 
projects in Lolo Creek and have cooperatively implemented a 
number of projects in that drainage for habitat improvement 
and fish passage in the last 8 years. Overall, bull trout 
conservation opportunities are limited in Lolo Creek. The 
exception is the South Fork, which will be an emphasis for 
management agencies and the watershed group.  State 
Highway 12 has certainly impacted the main stem of Lolo 
Creek through encroachment, straightening, etc. and 
maintenance activities continue to be a problem. FWP will 
continue address ongoing and proposed activities through 
permitting, but discussions with MDT regarding major 
highway reconstruction have been unsuccessful due to cost, 
feasibility of projects and tangible benefits. No significant 
fish passage barriers have been identified for main stem Lolo 
Creek due to Hwy 12.  A few partial barriers exist near 
tributary mouths, but remain a lower priority than other 
planned projects. 
 

MIDDLE CLARK FORK RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
 162 B2-B Given the well-documented, potentially devastating 

effects of fish introductions to amphibian populations 
(reviewed in Kats and Ferrer 2003), we urge the 
Department to continue to manage lakes in the Clark 
Fork River unit as fishless.   

The assumption is that this comment refers to the Middle 
Clark Fork River portion of the Clark Fork since the comment 
is supportive of the Upper Clark Fork River direction.  In the 
Middle Clark Fork Management area there are 78 mountain 
lakes >1 acre, of which 38 are currently fishless. The 
Mountain Lakes Surveys and Management Plan for this area 
(Knotek & Thabes 2008) outlines a specific management 
strategy for each lake, including fishless lakes.  Although 
many currently fishless lakes have been stocked historically, 
none are scheduled to be stocked with fish or are under 
consideration for stocking.  The overall management plan for 
this area emphasizes the ecological importance of fishless 
lakes, but intentionally includes management flexibility to 
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cover the breadth of situations presented by this many waters 
in order to provide angling opportunity that the public 
supports. FWP is aware of the published ecological impacts 
of mountain lake fish introductions and, accordingly, 
maintains a widely distributed, diverse range of fishless 
waters within this region to promote the natural ecological 
integrity of these systems. Amphibians are one visible, natural 
component of these communities, but impacts on individual 
species are variable.  A decision to stock a currently fishless 
lake would consider the implications to amphibians and other 
organisms in that lake but in the context of ecological impacts 
across a broader area. 
 

163 G4-a I have witnessed people catching cutthroat and bull trout 
at the mouth of the Thompson, where they stage for 
migration up the river. This is implemented at various 
confluences of the Clark Fork i.e. St. Regis river and 
Trout Creek, to name a couple 

The mouth of the Thompson River will be surveyed to 
determine if additional angling restrictions need to be put in 
place. 

164 J2-a Profoundly limiting jet boat use on the lower Clark Fork 
near Missoula is unaccecptable. There are few river 
access points which reduces swimmier and innertuber 
conflicts. What is left is float fishing. It appears that 
commercial fishing primarily to out of state clients is 
more important than allowing the people who pay taxes 
in this state to use OUR resourse. This is the definition 
of privatization of a State resource. Not good.  I suggest 
that ALL use be allowed Thursdays and Sundays 
throuout the season. Other limitations can remain such 
as PWC's. 

This plan is not intended to deal with boating regulations.  
Rather, it is a plan that communicates fishery management 
direction.  Changes in boating regulations can be done if there 
is significant interest.  However, given the recent and 
extensive public process that this issue recently went through, 
it is doubtful that reconsidering the regulations would yield a 
different result. 

165 U2-s The Middle Clark Fork bull trout Core area is in tough.  
Fish, Little Joe and Cedar are key local populations. 
Consider experimental non-native fish suppression in 
current connected systems in addition to eliminating 
brook trout from headwater lakes. 

As discussed in more detail earlier, there is no cost-effective 
method for controlling non-native trout in open systems.  
Although we share the opinion that introduced trout are a 
limiting factor for native trout and would also prefer to 
selectively remove them from native fish core areas, FWP is 
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unwilling to participate in perpetual non-native fish 
suppression projects that have a low likelihood of success.  
These projects are currently infeasible as a management tool 
given the high expense of achieving suppression in small 
areas for short periods of time.  FWP is open to discussion of 
eliminating brook trout in headwater lakes. 

LOWER CLARK FORK RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
166 A1-a I like to fish for all species. I and all anglers I know like 

to pursue Walleye in the reservoir. I cannot understand 
the policy of trying to eliminate these fish.  

Walleye in Noxon Rapids and Cabinet Gorge reservoirs are 
the result of several illegal fish plants and are now 
reproducing. There are several reasons why this is not 
desirable. A study of case histories in western waters showed 
that introducing walleye on top of salmonids (trout, salmon, 
whitefish) will result in a major reduction in the salmonids 
due to predation. Walleye will likely have a greater impact on 
salmonids than pike or bass do because walleye have much 
more extensive seasonal and habitat overlap with salmonids. 
Also, walleye can only establish at the expense of the other 
top game fish, bass and/or pike, due to carrying capacity, so 
pike or bass will decrease. Prey species such as perch are 
already showing declines. The quality walleye fishery that 
currently exists likely will be short lived; as walleye 
populations expand and reach carrying capacity, they will 
deplete their forage and walleye growth and size will 
decrease.  The FWP Illegal and Unauthorized Introduction of 
Aquatic Wildlife, Policy states that the first response to an 
illegal plant will be attempts at suppression or eradication. 
Due to the threat posed by walleye, the FWP Commission 
adopted a ban on introduction of walleye west of the 
Continental Divide in Montana. Beyond impacts to the 
existing fishery, the presence of walleye threatens the multi-
million dollar annual interagency mitigation program in the 
lower Clark Fork to restore native westslope cutthroat and 
bull trout, and the kokanee/kamloops fishery in Lake Pend 
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O’Reille. 
167 A3-b During 2011 and 2012, MFWP spent considerable time 

and energy in developing the 17 page Draft Position 
Paper on Fish Passage at Lower Clark Fork River Dams.  
I would assume that MFWP considers this Draft 
Position Paper to be included within this section of the 
FMP, and encourage MFWP to finalize this Position 
Paper 

The Draft Position Paper on Fish Passage at Lower Clark 
Fork Dams was written to formalize and coordinate fish 
passage and management between the dams/reservoirs and 
associated management agencies and interest groups. The 
Draft Plan has been released for comment several times. FWP 
and Idaho Fish and Game are holding discussions for the 
purpose of finalizing the document. 
 

168 A3-c In general, there are several places in the table where 
changes may be appropriate: I have changed the 
organization of how tributaries are listed.  I think it 
would make more sense to list the reservoir (the 
mainstem waterbody) and then tributaries from upstream 
to downstream.  I have rearranged the table below to 
reflect that order.  
 

FWP appreciates this suggestion.  Your ordering scheme 
would have the effect of displaying mainstem and more 
heavily used waterbodies at the front of the table, which 
might be more convenient for some readers to find their 
favorite water.  While this has desirable aspects, by listing 
mainstem waters first and then tributaries, it separates 
contiguous waters in the table.  The approach taken in the 
Plan (by starting at the headwaters of the drainage and 
working downstream) keeps contiguous waters next to each 
other in the table, which hopefully will better serve the 
purpose of giving the reader a more comprehensive 
understanding of how fisheries management changes 
throughout each drainage. 

169 A3-d The origin of bull trout in tributaries and the reservoirs 
is described as both “Wild/Transfer” and 
“Wild/Transport”.  There is no definition for 
“Transport” on page 69 describing the Origin of the fish.  
“Transfer” is typically used when “Fish are wild, but 
transferred from one waterbody to another. Used 
primarily in eastern Montana to “seed” barren lakes 
which have suffered from drought or winterkill, or to 
provide forage for game species in receiving waters.”  It 
makes sense to use “Transport” to describe bull trout 
that are captured and transported either up or 
downstream, but they haven’t defined that term in the 

The use of the term “transport” was an oversight, and has 
been replaced in all instances with “transfer.” The definition 
of transfer has been changed to better apply to the capture and 
movement of bull trout in the Lower Clark Fork River. 



Decision Notice for Statewide Fisheries Management Plan 
 

75 
 

document.  
170 A3-e The FMP refers to volitional fish passage (which is 

incorrect) for bull trout at both Cabinet Gorge and 
Noxon Rapids dams as opposed to capture and transport. 

See response number 178. 

171 A3-f In Noxon Reservoir, walleye are targeted for 
suppression, but northern pike are managed under 
general management.  There is no specific mention of 
either species in Cabinet Gorge Reservoir. 

In the Western Fishing District northern pike are managed for 
general suppression with high bag limits. Walleye in Noxon 
Reservoir are being investigated for targeted suppression due 
to their potential for more impacts on associated fisheries. 
The status of walleye in Cabinet Gorge is largely unknown. 
 

172 A3-g Management type for westslope cutthroat trout is 
inconsistent.  Most tributaries and Cabinet Gorge 
Reservoir populations are managed under Conservation 
type, but Noxon Reservoir and the Bull River are 
managed under General type.  It would make better 
sense to manage all WCT populations under the 
Conservation type.   

Conservation is the more appropriate management type and 
the Management Type will be changed accordingly. 
 

173 A3-h Management direction for non-native salmonids (brook, 
brown and rainbow) is to “Continue to monitor 
population trends.”  Should not management direction 
also include assessing the impact of non-native 
salmonids on native trout and char (redd 
superimposition, competition, predation, etc.) and then 
doing something about it if the priority management 
species is native BLT and WCT?  I suggest adding the 
wording “Continue to monitor distribution, status and 
impacts to native salmonids throughout the drainage”, 
for all tributaries to Noxon and Cabinet Gorge reservoirs  

Your suggested wording more accurately reflects the 
management program, and changes will be made to the Plan 
accordingly. 
 

174 A3-i For both Noxon and Cabinet Gorge reservoirs the 
statement is made: “Administer Montana portion of 
Avista fisheries mitigation program.”  I do not think that 
“administer” is the correct term considering the 
collaborative decision making process of the Clark Fork 
Management Committee, which of course MFWP is a 

Implement would be the more correct term that reflects 
FWP’s role along with the other members (Avista, US Fish 
and Wildlife Service, Idaho Fish and Game) of the Aquatic 
Implementation Team (AIT). FWP appreciates and supports 
the collaborative nature of the AIT. A change will be made to 
the text to reflect this. 
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member of.   
175 A3-k The 45-year commitment of significant mitigation 

funding to restore and enhance the fishery resources of 
the lower Clark Fork River - Lake Pend Oreille drainage 
were made possible by the Clark Fork Settlement 
Agreement.  Avista would appreciate the recognition of 
that commitment in the FMP and we continue to 
strengthen the good working relationship we have 
developed with MFWP  

Avista’s commitment is appreciated and will be noted. 
Management of Montana’s fisheries resource could not be 
accomplished as effectively without the commitment and 
contributions of FWPs important mitigation partners and their 
role will be better highlighted. 
 

176 G4-a I have witnessed people catching cutthroat and bull trout 
at the mouth of the Thompson, where they stage for 
migration up the river. This is implemented at various 
confluences of the Clark Fork i.e. St. Regis river and 
Trout Creek, to name a couple 

The mouth of the Thompson River will be surveyed to 
determine if additional angling restrictions need to be put in 
place. 

177 I1-d We suggest rewording this to state that lake trout are 
actively being suppressed. 

The change in Idaho’s fisheries management in Lake Pend 
Oreille to suppress just lake trout will be recognized.  

178 I1-e This suggests the intent is to have volitional passage 
over Cabinet Gorge and Noxon dams.  The IDFG does 
not believe this is the literal intent.   

Volitional passage is not the intent. Fish passage will be by 
trap and transport. Even at the Thompson Falls Dam fish 
ladder passage is not purely volitional, all fish are screened 
and some species such as walleye are denied passage. 
 

179 I2-a In light of that fact, the Idaho Panhandle Chapter of 
Trout Unlimited asks Montana to increase support for 
restoring runs of cutthroat trout from Lake Pend Oreille 
to the Clark Fork River and its tributaries.  Adfluvial 
westslope cutthroat spawners will enhance diversity of 
angling opportunity by increasing cutthroat recruitment 
from spawning tributaries, thus improving fishing for 
native trout in Idaho and Montana.  Before this can 
occur, limiting factors must be addressed. 

FWP agrees that limiting factors in the tributaries must be 
identified and addressed or cutthroat passage will be of little 
benefit. While FWP supports IDFG’s goal, it is unclear how 
much benefit Montana would realize from cutthroat passage 
at Cabinet Gorge Dam. Of special concern to FWP is the  
Infectious Pancreatic Necrosis virus (IPN) which is present in 
Idaho just downstream of Cabinet Gorge Dam but is not 
present in Montana at this time. FWP has laid out several 
criteria that must be met before passage can occur to 
minimize the chance the IPN will be introduced to Montana 
waters and fish.  
 

180 J4-a The Lower Clark Fork as stated in the management plan See response number 166 and number 36. 
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is not the best trout habitat. I agree so then why the 
emphasis on trout in the lower two reservoirs? Since the 
dams are in managing these as quality warm water 
fisheries would make sense. The opportunity for a world 
class pike fishery is there IF it would be allowed to 
develop through sensible regulations? 

181 J4-b The economics of having quality fisheries is not in this 
plan. I bring this up because I spent time and money 
fishing for the developing walleye fishery on Noxon 
Reservoir only to find out you are suppression mode 
electroshocking these fish. Should that not be the role of 
the fisherman? 

See response number 166. 

182 L3-a I find it particularly interesting that you want to suppress 
walleye but leave other "non-native" species alone. As I 
recall, bass aren't native as well as many others. This 
becomes a situation where it is the biologist's preference 
as to what species are in the system. 

See response number 166. 

183 M3-a I also do not think that walleye should be targeted over 
other non-native species including northerns, bass, 
rainbow, lake and brown trout.  If suppression is to be 
one of the tactics then all non-native species should be 
attacked 

See response number 166. 

184 M3-b The alternative is to rely on good science, recognise the 
established fact that Noxon and Cabinet are "warm 
water" fisheries and begin managing for species that 
thrive in the habitat available.   

See response number 166. 

185 M3-c I also think the bass (in Noxon) need to be protected for 
a longer period in the spring. 

Although there is no evidence that fishing during bass 
spawning affects bass reproduction, FWP has adopted 
basically a standard bass catch and release regulation during 
typical spawning (May 15-June 30) to protect quality-sized 
bass. The delayed restrictive season (June 15-July 15) on 
Noxon Reservoir recognizes that colder river flows delay 
spawning there. The delayed season generally covers the bulk 
of spawning. The bass tournaments provide valuable data on 
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the fishery and FWP recognizes their popularity and 
importance to the community. At the same time, FWP tries to 
balance the number and timing of tournaments with non-
tournament fishing. Many bass anglers resist more bass 
regulations because they would interfere with tournament 
weigh-in formats. 

186 T4-a I do not want to see money wasted on trying to suppress 
walleye in the Clark Fork system.  You would be better 
off liberal limits and some kind of education program to 
teach people to fish for this species.   

See response number 166. 

187 T5-b We have recently seen an increase in the walleye in 
Noxon, and have been happy to be able to have a fish 
that is edible.  Besides the pike, walleye and perch, there 
is not much good food fish left in our area.    I would 
really like to see more management in increasing these 
fish than the wasted management on the bull trout - not 
edible even if it was not endangered   

FWP will always strive to provide consumptive fisheries 
wherever feasible.  However, as described in the Fisheries 
Management section of the Lower Clark Fork drainage plan, 
Noxon Rapids Reservoir is being managed primarily for 
native species restoration.  Walleye are imcompatible with 
this goal.  Other edible species, including large and 
smallmouth bass, yellow perch, and northern pike can be 
caught in the reservoir and in nearby waters. 

188 U3-b  In portions of the Lower Clark Fork (generally the 
Avista project area downstream of the confluence of the 
Flathead River) there are additional strategies proposed 
under Management Direction. They include "continue to 
monitor population trends", "re-establish volitional fish 
connectivity", "continue upstream and downstream bull 
trout transport programs", "assess habitat use, 
survivorship and limiting factors of reservoirs", and 
"administer Montana portion of Avista fisheries 
mitigation program." In the case of Thompson Falls 
Reservoir "continue to operate the fishway for PPL 
Montana" and in the case of Noxon and Cabinet Gorge 
Dams "re-establish volitional fish passage past Noxon 
Rapids and Cabinet Gorge Dams." These are accepted 
objectives under the Avista Native Salmonid Restoration 
Plan, but actions such as monitoring, assessing habitat 

Those actions are implicit for management within all bull 
trout waters and actually for most managed waters in 
Montana. The stated actions were highlighted in the Lower 
Clark Fork because they are specific program elements within 
the Avista fisheries mitigation program. 
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use, and stressing connectivity are broader objectives for 
all bull trout waters. We are confused about why they 
appear only here in the DRAFT Plan.   

189 W2-c I also feel that the Noxon area should be managed for 
Walleye and not Surpressed. 

See response number 166. 

190 W5-a I would ask you to reconsider your management plan for 
walleye in the Noxon Rapids Reservoir. I feel your 
current actions of imposing no limits is extremely 
effective. 

See response number 166. 

191 W5-b Your suppression activities are not necessary. If your 
department was long headed you'd do everything in your 
power to encourage a walleye fishery. 

See response number 166. 

RUBY RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
192 U2-u “The Ruby River drainage is also home to several 

conservation populations of westslope cutthroat trout 
providing opportunities to conserve this native species in 
the drainage.” Be more specific on where the 
conservation populations are and where the future 
opportunities to expand are. 

 See response number 199. 
 

RED ROCK RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
193 G5-j Red Rock River. Increase emphasis on cutthroat and 

grayling for the entire drainage. Increase limits for non-
natives. Persuade MT DNRC and BLM to improve 
grazing management to decrease riparian damage.  

FWP continues to look for opportunities to expand cutthroat 
trout and grayling conservation throughout the region. In 
addition, FWP has and will continue to work with land 
management agencies to improve overall aquatic habitat.  
 

194 H5-a Please pick a watershed such as the Red Rock River 
Drainage and focus on restoring native fisheries to 
provide an area of large scale habitat/native species 
connectivity. 

FWP is looking and will continue to look broadly within 
Region 3 for the most feasible and logistically sound 
opportunities to provide larger expanses of streams for native 
fish conservation, without causing conflict with other 
sportfish interests. 

195 T8-a Second, we are extremely concerned that some of the FWP is sensitive to the status of trumpeter swans in the 
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proposed conservation actions in the Centennial Valley 
will cause needless negative impacts to Trumpeter 
Swans, which are crucial to the viability of the only 
indigenous population in the lower 48 that escaped 
extinction. 

Centennial Valley, and will evaluate and mitigate any 
negative effects of grayling management actions. FWP 
wildlife and fisheries staff, as well as USFWS Refuge staff 
have worked and will continue to work together to ensure that 
management actions do not negatively affect trumpeter swan 
viability in the Centennial Valley. 
 

196 T8-b If MFWP has good reason to disagree with the early 
Fish Commission scientists, current grayling documents 
should cite the early publications and then clearly 
explain why that material has been rejected by current 
managers. 

FWP is aware of the reports during the period of time from 
1903 to 1908. The authors of those reports provided neither 
direct observations nor reference to any other observations to 
support their claim; they were purely speculative in nature. 
Further, accurately making such conclusions would require 
intensive spatial and temporal sampling and research with 
techniques that did not exist in the early 1900s, and that the 
authors of the 1903 to 1908 reports did not employ. 
Subsequent researchers using empirical field-based 
observations and scientifically sound techniques (Brown 
1938, Nelson 1954, Vincent 1962, Oswald 1980-2009, Mogen 
1996, Boltz 2000-2012, and Jaeger 2010-2012) have 
consistently come to conclusions that contradict the referred 
to speculative passages in the 1903 to 1908 reports and 
support the existence of a distinct, indigenous adfluvial life 
history form residing in Elk Lake and upstream tributaries.  
 

197 T8-c The draft plan also makes no mention of the current 
proposal to move diseased hybrid trout from the trap on 
Red Rock Creek into the swan nesting territory at 
Wigeon Pond and efforts to entice more fishermen to 
that nesting pond.  The draft also does not discuss the 
rationale for proposing to move the problematic hybrids 
into the Elk Creek system, where the fish biologists say 
that they currently do not occur and where efforts to 
restore a grayling spawning run are underway. 

The statewide fisheries management plan provides broad 
management direction and does not generally get to the level 
of listing specifics of individual management actions. The 
management plan does propose to manage non-native trout to 
minimize the potential impact on viability of Arctic grayling 
in the Centennial Valley.  
 

198 T8-d We do not understand why the current grayling Throughout the history of fisheries management, 
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management strategies and theories don’t seem to 
consider the information from these earlier documents to 
be relevant or valid.   

supplementation of existing fish populations has been 
common. In Montana, population supplementation generally 
ended in the 1970s for wild populations of fish. The original 
sources of gametes for hatchery production were taken from 
the Centennial Valley. Research conducted by Peterson and 
Ardren 2009, found that Centennial Valley grayling retained 
their genetic distinction, relative to other Montana 
populations and populations in Canada, despite the hatchery 
influences.  
 

199 U2-t Red Rock Drainage 
 
Doesn’t say how many genetically unaltered and or 
conservation WCT pops there are or what the 
conservation target in pop by stream mile below beyond 
the 29% total. 

 FWP was not able to provide the level of detail to list where 
each conservation population of westslope cutthroat trout 
exist within each river drainage, as the document length 
would have been greatly increased; however, this information 
is available through a variety of reports, and web-based 
databases, or by contacting local biologist. Any future 
cutthroat trout management actions were non-native fish are 
removed and cutthroat trout stocked will be communicated to 
the public as required by MEPA through an environmental 
assessment.  
 

BIGHOLE RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
200 B5-a I would like to see non-resident exclusion removed. I am 

in a tourism business and customers ask me why the 
restriction from floating sections of the Big Hole. I think 
the Bigi Hole belongs to all Americans no matter what 
state they are from. Maybe you can tell me how this 
came about and how to get it changed? It could be said 
restriction is discriminatory and unfair. 

The existing recreation rules on the Big Hole and Beaverhead 
rivers were put in place in 1999 to address overcrowding, 
primarily due to non-resident float fishing and commercial 
use.  In 2004, the FWP Commission adopted administrative 
rules to guide adoption and amendments to river recreation 
plans and rules. The rules state that “Nonresidents should 
have reasonable and equitable opportunities compared to 
other recreational users to enjoy Montana’s resources. This 
principle was employed in 2005 and 2010 when FWP re-
evaluated the river recreation rules for the Beaverhead and 
Big Hole. Given that non-residents may wade to fish in 
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restricted sections of the rivers, and may fish other sections 
that are not regulated, the FWP Commission was satisfied that 
the current rules provided reasonable and equitable 
opportunities for non-resident anglers. 

201 S5-a It is time for the FWP to help embrace one or two off-
stream storage projects in the Upper Big Hole to 
augment flows in late summer and fall.   

FWP agrees that flows are critical to the fisheries of the Big 
Hole River. Off-stream storage projects are an option, as well 
as implementing other water conservation measures. FWP 
and partner agencies have demonstrated success at improving 
stream flows in the upper basin through water conservation 
measures. Appropriating funding, conducting environmental 
analyses, and implementing an off-stream storage project 
could be initiated from the Montana Legislature. In the 
meantime, FWP will continue to work with private 
landowners to implement water conservation measures that 
increase the stream flows in the Big Hole River.  
 

202 S5-b Fishing is currently allowed on the river year around 
with no true opening day anymore. Why this occurred is 
not clear, however there is no mention in the 
management plan to have any time during the year that 
the river is closed to fishing.   

Many of Montana’s rivers are open to fishing year round, and 
FWP is unaware of any research that suggests that angling in 
any one of the four seasons causes population level impacts to 
wild rainbow or brown trout populations. When flow 
conditions and water temperatures reach critical levels in 
Montana rivers, angling restrictions are put in place to prevent 
added stresses to fish populations. This is certainly the case 
on the Big Hole River, where a collaboratively-developed 
drought management plan is in place. Overall, harvest rates 
on trout populations in the Big Hole River are low, and the 
status of the fishery is driven by flow conditions, not angling 
or angling harvest.  

203 S5-c Currently the Winter-Spring Whitefish season is a cover 
for increasing activity on the river in March, April, and 
May. This occurs during critical rainbow spawning time. 
As noted in previous counts, the rainbow populations are 
struggling in the lower river, especially Melrose to 
Browns Bridge. How about a true closure on this section 

Many of Montana’s rivers are open to fishing year round, and 
FWP is unaware of any research that suggests that angling in 
any one of the four seasons causes population level impacts to 
wild rainbow or brown trout populations. Overall, harvest 
rates on trout populations in the Big Hole River are low, and 
the status of the fishery is driven by flow conditions, not 
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, or at least change to catch and release only for 
rainbows.   

angling or angling harvest.  
 

BOULDER RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
204 K2-d However, this important stream, which suffers from acid 

mine drainage, channelization and dewatering (in the 
lower part of the river) is hardly mentioned at all in this 
document. This needs to be addressed. 

In the draft plan, the narrative for the Boulder River Drainage 
covered all of the items listed in this comment, including 
under the Habitat needs and activities section.  
 

JEFFERSON RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
205 U2-v You state generic conservation goal but does not state 

where conservation or genetically unaltered populations 
are or where you may be headed. 

See response to comment U2-t 

MADISON RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
206 K2-e In mid-summer, you can stop on the highway anywhere 

between Hebgen Lake and Ennis and see at least half a 
dozen boats on the river. If you fish from shore in this 
section, many of the rocks are colored from the paint 
scraped from passing float boats. With the increasing 
recreational use on this river the department needs to 
give more attention to the ``social issues'' caused by too 
many anglers. 

At the time of this writing, FWP is developing a recreation 
management plan to address recreational issues on the 
Madison River, including ways to minimize conflicts for all 
river users. A citizen advisory committee is currently 
developing recommendations and a draft plan will be 
presented to the public for review, with final approval by the 
FWP Commission anticipated sometime in the spring of 2013.  
 

207 K2-g I'm also confused about what the plan says about fishing 
access sites. On one hand, the plan generally touts 
fishing access sites, while commenting that the general 
lack of FAS access improves the experience for float 
anglers on the Lower Madison River. 

FWP has received a lot of feedback from the public about the 
secluded nature of the Lower Madison River, and interest in 
keeping it that way. Currently, a citizens panel is working on 
recreation management recommendations that will be used 
(along with public comment) to create a recreation 
management plan. This plan will likely cover the Lower 
Madison River and evaluate its current state and determine a 
future direction (more access or no more access).  See 
response number 207 for more information. 
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208 S2-a What are you doing regarding the Whirling Disease 
problem that you have in Hebgen? Is Whirling Disease 
present in all of the tributaries around Hebgen?     

Whirling disease is present in Hebgen Reservoir and many if 
not all of the tributaries upstream. FWP has monitored 
whirling disease in the Hebgen Basin for at least 10 years and 
the severity of whirling disease infections varies by 
tributaries. The South Fork of the Madison is one of the 
tributaries that has consistently showed high whirling disease 
infection levels. FWP began stocking Harrison Lake strain 
rainbow trout into Hebgen Reservoir in 2008, as Harrison 
Lake strain rainbow trout exhibit a higher level of resistance 
to whirling disease than other strains of rainbow trout. In 
several Montana waters, rainbow trout populations appear to 
have developed resistance to the whirling disease parasite.  
 

209 S2-b Your Hebgen rainbows are infected with Whirling 
Disease and you need to continue to protect them. I 
would like to know what your plans are regarding the 
eradication of Whirling Disease in Hebgen.    I would 
also recommend that you increase the number of 
rainbows that you stock in Hebgen. The number of 
rainbows in the river above Hebgen is the lowest that I 
have seen in 27 years. Your rainbow fishery is in a 
major decline. I cannot emphasize the importance of 
addressing the problem as soon as possible. 

Whirling disease is present in the Hebgen basin as described 
above, and FWP has implemented a stocking program with a 
different strain of rainbow trout that are more resistant to 
whirling disease. FWP has no further plans at this point in 
time to implement management actions to manage whirling 
disease, and no technologies or management actions have 
been developed to control or eliminate whirling disease from 
wild populations. FWP has been researching the stocking 
success of hatchery fish in Hebgen Lake for a decade. 
Evidence to this point suggests that stocked rainbow trout 
survive at a very low rate (6 to 15%). FWP is using a new 
technique (stable isotopes analyses) to determine the original 
source (hatchery or wild) of the existing rainbow trout 
population. Once these data have been obtained, further 
management actions will be evaluated and implemented to 
improve the fishery at Hebgen Lake.  

210 U2-w You have 702 miles of conservation population but how 
many miles of genetically unaltered now?   

See response number 199. 
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GALLATIN RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
211 U2-x Document states you have only one pure WCT 

population, but have a 20% of historic occupancy goal.  
What do you have and how much work remains to 
achieve this goal. 

See response number 199. 

UPPER MISSOURI RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
212 G2-c I don't want to see a "management plan" used like the 

last 10 year plan at Canyon Ferry where some FWP 
folks treated it like the bible. I fear this may occur. 

The Upper Missouri River Reservoir Fisheries Management 
Plan was developed through a process that included many 
user groups representing diverse interests. The plan has 
historically set management direction by providing goals and 
objectives and essentially fixed strategies that will be utilized 
to implement them during the term of the plan. Although 
many strategies require little or no flexibility, those that 
address dynamic biological issues, which are often 
controversial, do need to be adaptive in nature. Consequently, 
the current Missouri River Reservoir Fisheries Management 
Plan does provide for targets to provide for adaptive 
management. The Statewide Management Plan is different 
from the Reservoir Plan in that management direction tends to 
be sufficiently broad to allow flexibility and adaptive 
management for most changes.     

213  K2-f The easy solution, which should be addressed in the 
plan, is to ban the use of motors on boats during the 
rainbow spawning run.   

This is a social issue that was identified as the Upper Missouri 
River Reservoirs Management Plan where the goal is to 
manage the conflict and maximize human safety. There 
currently is a no-wake zone restriction in effect from Hauser 
Dam to Beaver Creek. Additional use information has been 
gathered in 2012 by a creel survey on this reach of the river to 
provide quantitative data to aid in any decision making 
process.  Fisheries staff proposes to continue to confer with 
enforcement staff for strategies to address the conflict and 
seek public input through the annual management plan update 
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meeting to determine if additional restrictions would be 
proposed. 

214 M2-b You blame walleye predation for the demise of this 
"trout fishery" (in the Missouri River above Canyon 
Ferry Reservoir). That is not the case. The demise 
happened in the 80's supposedly before walleyes were 
present. 

The first brown trout population surveys in this area began in 
1979.  Abundance of brown trout steadily declined from 1979 
to 1992, which pre-dates the development of the walleye 
fishery.  The rainbow trout fishery is more difficult to assess 
because migratory fish from Canyon Ferry Reservoir have 
influenced the Missouri River fishery since the 1950’s.  
Changes in rainbow trout stocking strategies to reduce 
walleye predation have contributed to reductions of migratory 
fish entering the Missouri River, but other factors such as 
drought, whirling disease, northern pike, and an increased 
abundance of avian predators have also influenced the fishery. 
 

215 M2-c a)-That section of river was all but dried up numerous 
times in the 1980's. As you may recall 1988 was the 
worst fire season ever including the burning of 
Yellowstone Park and the Elkhorn Mountains. The 
water was too warm and too scarce.. There were no fish 
left 

Drought conditions have certainly influenced the resident 
trout fishery of the Missouri River, and these conditions have 
become more severe in recent years.  Flow records for the 
Missouri River near Toston date back to 1890.  Low flow and 
elevated water temperature in recent years are more severe 
than any previous years on record. 

216 M2-d b)-Toston Dam was remodeled to add a generator about 
this same time. The result was a tremendously lowered 
oxygen level below the dam in the Toston stretch of 
river. The fish couldn't survive there in late summer 
anymore. The brown trout fishing took a big hit and it 
was readily evident.   

The retrofit occurred in 1989, one year after the severe 
drought of 1988.  Indeed, several factors converged during 
this time period that appeared to reduce trout numbers.  The 
resident brown trout fishery, however, declined every year 
between 1979 to 1983, which pre-dated the changes at Toston 
Dam.  The retrofit had potential to entrain fish in the turbine, 
increase entrainment into the Broadwater-Missouri canal, and 
probably resulted in other unknown impacts to the fishery.  
However, it is unlikely that oxygen saturation was changed by 
the hydropower operation.   
 

217 M2-e c)- With the low water came an explosion of Pelican and 
Cormorant populations. I was the area Ducks Unlimited 
Chairman in those days. These fish eating birds took 

It is correct that the pelican and cormorant colonies at the 
Canyon Ferry Wildlife Management Area became established 
in the early 1990’s.  The size of these colonies increased from 
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over the CF Management area and ran the geese and 
ducks right out of the ponds and began using the islands 
themselves to reproduce.   

1990 to 2010 and has likely impacted the local fishery. 
 
In summary, several changes took place in this area in the 
past 25 years.  Significant changes in flow and temperature, 
the retrofit of Toston Dam, the development of pelican and 
cormorant colonies, introduction of walleye, introduction of 
northern pike, and discovery of whirling disease have all 
likely contributed to the changes in the trout fishery.  
 

218 T9-a As a walleye fisherman that prowls Holter Lake in the 
summer, I have noticed a subtantial lack of quality 
fishing for the species this summer. With a ten fish limit 
and the amount of interest in walleyes increasing over 
the years, the population is in decline 

Holter historically supported a healthy population of walleye 
that likely originated from fish flushed out of Hauser. This 
wild reproducing population remained relatively stable, 
providing a moderate level of harvest while furnishing the 
opportunity to catch a trophy walleye greater than 28 inches. 
Currently, the Holter walleye population appears to be 
strongly influenced by flushing, both from Canyon Ferry and 
Hauser but is also influenced by losses out of Holter into the 
Missouri River. Walleye abundance in Holter has increased 
significantly since expansion of the Canyon Ferry population. 
As walleye abundance has increased, average length and 
growth rates have decreased as have the relative abundance of 
forage species. The strategy implemented was to use angler 
harvest as a management tool to maintain walleye population 
levels that are appropriate for forage availability.  This 
resulted in implementing a bag limit of 10 fish daily, with 
only one fish over 28-inches and no harvest of fish between 
20 and 28-inches.  If effective, this strategy will improve the 
quality of the fishery if flushing from upstream does not 
greatly exceed harvest.   

MISSOURI RIVER-DEARBORN DRAINAGE 
 

219 B6-a leave the walleye alone . do not waste resourses trying to 
control them. thank you.   

The management direction proposed in the Statewide Fish 
Management Plan emphasizes angler harvest as a control 
mechanism, which minimizes FWP resources devoted to the 
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issue. However, due to the controversial nature of the walleye 
regulations implemented, resources have been shifted to 
additional biological monitoring that would not likely have 
been considered a priority if the issue had not developed.    

220 C2-a I was just wondering who did the biological studies 
below Holter to warrant the no limit on walleye?  There 
must be a reason, or is it just political?   

The biological studies on the Missouri River below Holter 
Dam and the reservoir system upstream are performed by the 
Fisheries staff in Region 4. Specific management goals and 
strategies for Canyon Ferry, Hauser, and Holter can be found 
in the Upper Missouri River Reservoir Fisheries Management 
Plan 2010-2019, which is available on the FWP website. The 
no limit on walleye in the Missouri River from Holter Dam to 
Cascade Bridge was proposed by private citizens and 
subsequently adopted by the FWP Commission as a measure 
to protect the trout fisheries below Holter Dam. 

221 C5-a Do you really expect any rational person to believe the 
following given the above quote? 1. In the nearly 6 
miles of river between Holter and Craig that the 169 
walleye recorded in 2011 could decimate the 30,000+ 
trout in the same stretch of water. 2. That the use of a 
liberal harvest is needed even though walleye have 
existed in that stretch of river for decades and haven’t 
had an adverse effect on trout populations. 3. That 
walleye are a significant risk to trout, on par or greater 
than the risk presented by the trout fishermen 
themselves, from their harvest and damaging catch and 
release practices. 

As a matter of clarification, the number of trout and walleye 
cited by the commenter in fall 2011 was not available to staff 
or the FWP Commission when the current regulations were 
adopted in fall 2010. Additionally, comparing the 169 walleye 
handled in 2011 to the population estimate of 30,000+ trout is 
not a valid comparison. However, the point the commenter is 
trying to make is valid; fisheries staff has identified predation 
by walleye on salmonids, which are the dominate forage 
available in the Missouri River below Holter Dam. However, 
the predation has not been to the extent that it has had any 
effect at the population level. The FWP Commission 
instituted a liberal limit on the Missouri River as a 
conservative approach to insure that the walleye population 
did not have an adverse impact on the trout population. 
Although walleye have existed in the Missouri River below 
Holter for decades, the relative abundance has increased in 
recent years.  
 
FWP manages the fishery in a manner to prevent total 
mortality from all factors including walleye, trout fisherman, 
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harvest, and catch and release mortality from exceeding 
recruitment to maintain trout populations within the historic 
range. FWP believes it is not the best use of angler’s dollars 
to study the population dynamics in the depth required to 
determine the relative risk of each factor causing mortality 
especially when all factors combined have not caused a 
decline in the trout population. 

222 C5-b “The FWP Commission established a “no limit for 
walleye” harvest regulation on the section of the 
Missouri River from Holter Dam to Cascade in 2012 as 
an effort to protect the rainbow and brown trout fishery. 
Let me get this straight. You need to protect twice as 
many trout as that stretch of river can sustain? 

The stretch of the Missouri River below Holter Dam appears 
to be able to sustain a very high carrying capacity for trout if 
recruitment is adequate to allow expansion of the population. 
Regulations were implemented to protect the management 
priority for this reach of the river (the wild rainbow/brown 
trout fishery), which has been the primary management goal 
for decades. 

223 C5-c “Trout numbers drop markedly below Ulm where burbot 
and walleye become more prevalent in the fishery. 
However, trout still remain the dominant game fish.“ 
Misleading doesn’t come close to describing this one. 

FWP was attempting to describe changes in the relative 
abundance of different species as the river progresses 
downstream. The text will be changed to clarify this statement 
and reflect the differences in species composition and 
abundance between these two reaches of river as follows: 
“Trout numbers drop markedly below Ulm largely due to 
habitat changes. Consequently, the proportional abundance 
of burbot and walleye in the fishery increases in this reach. 
However, trout still remain the dominant game fish.” 

224 G3-c All the effort to develop management plans, rules, and 
regulations aren't worth much if there isn't some follow 
through to see that they are being followed.  Prime 
example this summer was an angler who observed some 
people filleting a number of slot fish at the fish cleaning 
station at Holter -- and told them they should expect a 
visit from a warden -- and their response was,  "we will 
just tell him we caught them all below the dam and there 
won't be a damned thing they can do about it"  --  so 
nothing ever happened.  There is very limited 
enforcement of the regs and some regs we have like the 

Please see response number 29. 
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No Limit below Holter at the very least create the 
perception by the public that things like the slot limit at 
Holter simply can not be enforced.   

225 G3-e I frankly do not believe that electro-fishing with 2 boats 
for 5 nights each and getting 125 walleyes over about a 
5.6 mile section of river is reason for concern of 
justification for a NO Limit regulation.  Even with all of 
the high flows and significant flushing in 2011 (I think 
one of the highest flows since about 1975) they only got 
169 walleyes.  And comparing those numbers to the 
estimated 6034 trout per mile does not warrant the No 
Limit or even a 20 fish limit below the dam. 

Comparing the number of walleye handled during 
electrofishing to the population estimate of trout is not a valid 
comparison. FWP has not seen any impact to trout at the 
population level even though fisheries staff has identified 
predation on salmonids by walleye in the Missouri River. The 
No Limit and 20 fish limit on reaches of the Missouri River 
below Holter Dam were instituted by the FWP Commission 
as a conservative measure to insure the walleye population 
did not have an adverse impact on trout at the population 
level. Commission members have acknowledged that the 
regulation is primarily social in nature and was implemented 
to address public interests and concerns regarding the 
Missouri River trout fishery after regulations were adopted on 
Canyon Ferry Reservoir designed to benefit the walleye size 
structure, which were strongly advocated for by organized 
walleye enthusiasts. 

226 G3-j I added an additional comment to the Statewide 
Management plan today because of the additional 
heartburn over the statement that the walleyes become 
more prevalent below Ulm when there has never been 
anything ever put out or documentation to support that 
statement.  In fact, the data the FWP department has 
would show the opposite.  Again this is just 
another thing that simply continues to frustrate a lot of 
people with what appears to be a bias and a strong anti-
walleye sentiment by someone in the department.  The 
public is being mislead and misinformed again -- is this 
being done intentionally?  

Please see response number 222. 

227 J3-a Please reconsider the “no limit” rule on the section of 
river below Holter Lake. 

Flexibility has been incorporated into the management 
direction on the Missouri River and other waters to provide 
for adaptive management over the duration of the plan, 
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including a re-evaluation of the “no limit” rule on the 
Missouri River below Holter Lake if desired by the 
Commission. 

228 S3-e The fairly recent decision for a NO walleye Limit or 20 
fish limit regulation put in place in 2012 was a decision 
by the FWP Commission that was contrary to the 
scientific and biological data available. Commissioner 
Moody stated; this was a "purely political" decision by 
the FWP Commission without any reasonable 
justification for it. The plan needs to include specific 
guidelines that the FWP Commissioners are required to 
use in their decisions, political or other non-science 
decisions are not acceptable!   

This request is beyond the purview of this plan or the 
statutory authority of the Department. FWP staff will continue 
to provide biologically-based recommendations to the 
Commission as appropriate, with the recognition that many 
decisions have been (and always will be) based on a mix of 
biology, politics and sociology. 

229 W2-d I am strongly against a no limit law on Walleyes in the 
Missouri below canyon ferry, 

Please see responses number 220, number 221, and number 
225. 

BELT CREEK DRAINAGE 
 
230 W4-a On the Belt Creek Drainage (Big Otter Creek to 

Confluence with Missouri River) there is drainage from 
the mines bringing vast amounts of highly caustic 
materials, as well as other toxins 

Several attempts in recent years have been initiated by 
Montana Department of Environmental Quality, the Montana 
Bureau of Mines and Geology, and the Environmental 
Protection Agency to address the acid mine drainage from 
abandoned coal mines that enters Belt Creek in the town of 
Belt. Wetland cells built to treat the water before it entered 
Belt Creek functioned only during part of the year. Additional 
work now is focusing on reducing the volume of ground 
water in the area of the mines to reduce the effluent from the 
old mine adits. Other agencies have the primary responsibility 
to focus on potential solutions to these issues. FWP supports 
any work that improves the water quality in all reaches of Belt 
Creek. 

MISSOURI RIVER-JUDITH DRAINAGE 
 
231 B7-c   Has FWP considered closing the Missouri River and FWP has made an effort to balance recovery of pallid 
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Marias River to shovelnose or all sturgeon species or at 
least making it all catch and release fishing to help 
protect the native pallid sturgeon population?   

sturgeon in the Middle Missouri River reach while 
maintaining angler opportunities.  Educational efforts 
designed to aid anglers in differentiating pallid sturgeon 
include signs at fishing access sites and a page in the fishing 
regulation booklet as well as contact by FWP field personnel. 
This educational effort and marking of smaller hatchery pallid 
sturgeon has minimized take of this species.  The FWP 
district warden that covers the Marias River is extremely 
conscientious  and has helped people release shovelnose 
sturgeon that were likely new state records because they were 
over 40 inches in length. FWP is not aware of any major 
problems with anglers misidentifying different species of 
pallid sturgeon. The SOA listing of shovelnose sturgeon was 
designed to address take from commercial fishing operations 
and not impact sport angling in Montana.  FWP has not 
identified a need to close the shovelnose sturgeon fishery and 
recognizes it as a unique fishing opportunity.   

232 S8-a Periodic visits with the City of Lewistown to manage the 
flood channel to ensure sufficient water flow in Big 
Spring Creek through town to allow spawning fish to 
access the upper stream (a recurring and current 
problem). 

The Lewistown Area Fisheries Biologist will continue to be 
responsible for monitoring this issue and working to ensure 
adequate flows are passed in the stream channel to allow fish 
passage through town. 

233 S8-b Notice at the fish barrier on the South Fork of the Judith 
to restrict harvest of West Slope Cuts, as no sign 
currently exists and the first mile above the barrier by 
summers end 2012 exhibited nearly as many empty bait 
containers as fish. 

Region 4 fisheries staff  have obtained new signs, which 
should already be posted on the South Fork Judith River near 
the barrier. 

234 T2-a Here are a few things that myself and my fishing 
partners would like to see changed (about 
paddlefishing):   1. Bring back the ability to fish 24 
hours a day.  2. No more snagging after you have tagged 
a fish.  3. Drawing for Paddlefish Tags just like Deer 
and Elk are. Your stats showing 14000 fishing hours for 
500 fish in less than 2 weeks tells the story of just how 

Your comments about how the current paddlefish season is 
structured (on the Missouri River above Fort Peck Reservoir), 
and related social problems have been voiced by a number of 
paddlefish anglers. FWP will evaluate the components of this 
season structure beginning in 2013 by gathering information 
from paddlefish anglers combined with angler harvest and 
paddlefish population data. 
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unenjoyable paddlefishing is anymore.  
The daily angling period (6 AM to 9 PM) was implemented in 
2007 to reduce paddlefish poaching; however, if a lottery type 
season were implemented, a 24 hour/day fishery could 
potentially return for those possessing a paddlefish tag.  
 
FWP will be gathering information regarding the paddlefish 
season structure on the Upper Missouri River (and other 
paddlefish fisheries in the state) over the next two years and 
FWP encourages you and your fishing partners to continue 
providing input on this unique fishing opportunity. 

235 T9-b The other area of interest to me is the sauger population 
in the Missouri and Marias Rivers. I would like to know 
what you are doing about increasing the population if 
there is indeed a shortage that requires a one fish limit. 
Since saugers are a native species I would think the 
same resources should be applied as are being spent 
reintroducing and enhancing the bull trout and westslope 
cutthroat trout populations. 

Sauger population levels in the upper reaches of the Missouri 
River below Morony Dam have not recovered to the degree 
they have in the lower portions of the river. Since most 
spawning by sauger from the upper river occurs in the lower 
river, a conservative (1 fish) limit remains in place on the 
lower river as well. FWP believes that the historical sauger 
spawning populations in the upper river and some tributaries 
to the upper reaches may have been lost. FWP is considering 
efforts to reestablish spawning in the upper reaches and 
tributaries.  Once upper reach sauger numbers have 
recovered, liberalized sauger limits would be proposed.    

MARIAS RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
236 B4-f Tiber Reservoir – although there apparently was some 

consideration in the last year or two and an attempt for 
some supplemental stocking because of what appeared 
to be a decline in the walleye numbers in the Willow 
Creek arm – it appears the plan now says there will be 
no stocking.  I guess that means no matter what happens 
over the next 6 years?  I do not like something so 
absolute that would preclude stocking being considered 
if conditions and numbers warranted it.   

FWP advocates for managing the fishery in Tiber Reservoir 
based on biology. The walleye fishery has been self-
sustaining since it was last stocked in 1988, and walleye 
abundance has been trending steadily upward since the early 
2000’s.  Factors limiting the walleye fishery are not 
recruitment related and supplemental stocking could actually 
have negative impacts on walleye growth rates and body 
condition while greatly increasing management costs on the 
reservoir.  FWP anticipates that the self-sustaining walleye 
fishery will continue to be stable and will not require 
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supplemental stocking in the next six years. However, to 
address the concerns of the commenter, the management 
direction for Tiber Reservoir was modified to remove the 
“absolute” as shown by the following: “Manage for a 
consumptive harvest with an opportunity for a trophy fish. 
Manage based on the biology of the fishery. Emphasize 
natural recruitment.” 
 

237 B4-g Lake Francis – says in the plan to “Evaluate 
contribution of walleye plants on a biannual basis”.  
Why wouldn’t the plan be to continue the biannual 
stocking – it has been working fairly well.  I know there 
is some concern about a lack of forage – but I have not 
seen the fish in this system look like they have a lack of 
forage.  It is one of the very few systems we have 
statewide where the water levels fluctuate each year and 
provide weed growth for spawning habitat and cover for 
forage.  One of the things I observed over the past few 
years, is that there is forage that suspends in that system 
that does not show up in the fall sinking gill nets.  I 
would hope that the plan direction to only “evaluate” 
stocking is not meaning that plans are to quit.  

The management direction proposed was intended to be the 
same as the commenter proposes. FWP proposes to continue 
the biannual (every other year) stocking of fingerling walleye 
in Lake Frances and to also continue monitoring\evaluating 
the fishery to maintain a balance between the predator species 
and the forage base. FWP is advocating that management of 
the fishery be based on biology. The management direction 
was modified to more clearly address the commenter’s 
concerns. It now reads:  “Manage for a consumptive harvest 
based on biology of the fishery. Continue to evaluate the 
contribution of biannual walleye plants and adjust if 
necessary to maintain a balance with the forage base”.  Other 
sampling techniques such as beach seining monitor forage 
that may be suspended in the system that is available to 
walleye and northern pike. 
 

238 C5-d Tiber Reservoir -- continue stocking    Lake Francis -- 
continue stocking   

Tiber Reservoir is currently maintained by natural 
reproduction.  Please also refer to response number 236 for 
Tiber Reservoir.  For Lake Frances, please refer to Response 
number 237. 

239 G3-f Tiber Reservoir -- although there apparently was some 
consideration in the last year or two and an attempt for 
some supplemental stocking because of what appeared 
to be a decline  in the walleye numbers in the Willow 
Creek arm -- it appears the plan now says there will be 
no stocking.  I guess that means no matter what happens 

Please see response number 236. 
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over the next 6 years? 
240 G3-g Lake Francis -- says in the plan to "Evaluate 

contribution of walleye plants on a biannual basis".  
Why wouldn't the plan be to continue the biannual 
stocking -- it has been working fairly well.   

Please see response number 237. 

241 S3-c Tiber Reservoir;  although there apparently was some 
consideration in the last year or two and an attempt for 
some supplemental stocking because of what appeared 
to be a decline in the walleye numbers in the Willow 
Creek arm, it appears the plan now says there will be no 
stocking.  I’m opposed to something so absolute that 
would preclude stocking being considered if conditions 
and numbers warranted it. It should read something like; 
stocking would be considered if conditions change. 

Please see response number 236. 

242 S3-d Lake Francis Comment: 
Reads in the plan to "Evaluate contribution of walleye 
plants on a biannual basis".  Why wouldn't the plan be to 
continue the biannual stocking? It has been working 
fairly well.  I would hope that the plan direction to only 
"evaluate" stocking is not meaning that the plans are to 
quit. 

Please see response number 237. 

MIDDLE MILK RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
243 C3-a After reviewing the draft plan for the Milk River 

drainage it appears FWP would rather plant Walleye in 
bodies of water other then Fresno or Nelson Resivors. 
The Ft Peck hatchery was built with the understanding it 
would supply Walleye for the above two bodies of 
water. I have no problem with planting smaller resivors 
but lets make sure the bigger, more fished resivors are 
planted first, Nelson resivor has been planted with 
100,000 fingerlings every year for at least the past 10 
years and fishing has been excellent. Please put stocking 

Currently, FWP plants walleye into six smaller reservoirs 
located in the Middle Milk Drainage totaling 39,000 
fingerlings and 5,000 advanced fingerlings annually.  This 
represents approximately 2% of the annual walleye fingerling 
production from the Fort Peck Hatchery.  Some of these 
reservoirs are stocked every year and some are stocked every 
other year based on angler use and forage availability. Most 
of these reservoirs have marginal walleye spawning substrate 
meaning that periodic walleye stocking is required to 
maintain a walleye fishery. 
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of 100,000 fish in the plan for Nelson and Fresno.   
Fresno and Nelson Reservoirs have been receiving hatchery 
walleye fingerlings since the late 1980’s/early 1990’s.  Since 
2003, 100,000 walleye fingerlings have been stocked annually 
into both reservoirs.  Fresno and Nelson are unique in that 
both reservoirs have good walleye spawning habitat which 
results in successful walleye natural reproduction during years 
when spring water levels are favorable.  Fresno and Nelson 
Reservoirs produce some of the highest walleye production 
and relative abundance in the state. (see Table below)  This 
high relative abundance typically occurs regardless of the 
number of hatchery walleye fingerlings stocked or angling 
pressure.  
 
Anglers have grown to appreciate high walleye densities in 
both reservoirs but need to be aware of biological factors that 
influence these populations. 1) Forage: as the walleye 
populations expand there is increasing pressure on forage fish 
(yellow perch, black crappie, spottail shiner).  Biologists are 
constantly evaluating the forage base and walleye growth and 
condition to ensure sustainable fisheries.  2) Water level 
Management; Both Nelson and Fresno Reservoirs are 
operated by the Bureau of Reclamation primarily as water 
storage facilities for irrigation.  Depending on supply and 
demand, water management is the single most important 
factor that drives forage populations as well as walleye 
growth and survival in both reservoirs. The walleye 
management goal for both reservoirs is to maintain walleye 
populations with diverse age classes that exhibit good growth 
while maintaining a sustainable forage base. The Fort Peck 
Hatchery is a tool FWP will continue to use to carry out this 
walleye management strategy on Fresno and Nelson 
Reservoir. 
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Waterbody Walleye Relative Abundance 
(number of walleye per net) 

Fresno Reservoir 28 
Nelson Reservoir 17 
Canyon Ferry 
Reservoir 

7.2 

Holter Reservoir 8.0 
Tiber Reservoir 3.7 
Francis Reservoir 5.3 
Bighorn Reservoir 4.3 
Fort Peck Reservoir 6.8 

Table 1.  Walleye relative abundance (number of walleye per 
net collected in standardized late summer/fall gillnetting) in 
Montana reservoirs in 2012. 
 

LOWER MILK RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
244 B3-a One edit in the Lower Milk River Section would be to 

change the Rock Creek comment to say that it enters the 
Milk River northwest of Hinsdale.  The document says 
Saco which is much farther to the west. 
 

The Plan will be changed to accurately state where Rock 
Creek enters the Milk River to northwest of Hinsdale. 
 

FORT PECK RESERVOIR DRAINAGE 
 
245 G6-a I would like to see the sauger limits raised so we can at 

least have a meal if we are catching them 
Increasing the sauger limits in Fort Peck Reservoir was 
proposed during the Fort Peck Fisheries Management Plan 
update that occurred in 2011.  There was limited public 
support for this increase due to sauger population trends in the 
reservoir that indicate that levels are well below historic 
levels.  The Plan is open to periodic review; if sauger levels 
increase to a level which suggests that limits could be 
liberalized, FWP will complete an evaluation at that time.  
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246 H1-c The goal of 0.4 fish per hour will likely not occur 
throughout the reservoir but seasonally in regions of the 
reservoir. For example, walleye catch rates of 0.5 fish 
per hour were observed in July during the 2008 Fort 
Peck creel survey. Walleye fisheries in surrounding 
states and provinces throughout the Midwest, which 
have limited natural reproduction, like Fort Peck, 
consistently have lower catch rates. Walleye catch rates 
exceeding 0.3 fish per hour are generally considered 
excellent. The goal of this plan is to maximize walleye 
angler catch rates while ensuring a sustainable walleye 
fishery.  
3. The statement printed above is from the Fort Peck 
Reservoir section of the plan. This language about 
walleye catch rates is not factual and purely 
hypothetical. The catch-rate is one of the first indicators 
that FWP biologists used to gauge a healthy fish 
population and mainly to determine angler satisfaction. 
Overwhelming, anglers wanted to see a .5 catch rater per 
hour of Walleye in Fort Peck and the .4 was a 
compromise. The previous Ft. Peck Reservoir Plan was 
at a .5 catch rate. This ambiguous language Walleye 
(catch rates exceeding 0.3 fish per hour are generally 
considered excellent) needs to be completely deleted 
from the plan as that is the position of the FWP and 
NOT the majority of anglers. It is a completely false and 
merely an inaccurate opinion – it brings no credence to 
the document. The other statement that states “goal of 
0.4 fish per hour will likely not occur throughout the 
reservoir” should also be deleted as it merely serves as 
an excuse or crutch for the folks responsible for trying 
or not trying to reach the goal.   

A catch rate of 0.4 walleye per hour is a high goal.  Other 
walleye water bodies throughout the Midwest and parts of 
Canada typically see catch rates less than 0.25 walleye per 
hour.  The highest documented catch rate for walleyes on Fort 
Peck was 0.28 walleye per hour in 2008 during the open 
water period (May-October).  In addition, when angler catch 
rates of walleye begin to exceed 0.5 fish per for an extended 
period of time, it may be an indication of reduced forage.  
Severe reductions in forage levels can lead to poor condition 
and slow growth which will ultimately lead to increased 
mortality (angling and natural).  Therefore, angler catch rates 
are strongly influenced by forage densities.  In addition to 
forage, water temperatures will dictate walleye catch rates.  
 The metabolism of walleye and their foraging activity 
increases with water temperature and is one of the reasons the 
number of walleye caught per hour peaks in July when water 
temperatures are near their warmest.  Walleye catch rates of 
0.4 per hour during the lake-wide creel survey period (May-
October) sets the bar above what has been documented in 
previous creel surveys on Fort Peck Reservoir and would be a 
more sustainable catch rate. 
 

247 R3-a What is it about Fort Peck Reservoir that seems to make 
it a far superior fishery to Canyon Ferry? Environmental 

The one aspect of the Fort Peck Reservoir (FPR) fishery that 
is unique in Montana is the species diversity.  FPR, because 
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factors? Is it the size or something about the way it is 
managed? 

of its location in the basin has greater species diversity than 
Canyon Ferry Reservoir (CFR).  Nowhere else in the state can 
boast the opportunity to catch walleye, sauger, northern pike, 
smallmouth bass, yellow perch, lake trout, and chinook 
salmon in the same day!  This allows for a more robust and 
diverse fishery to exist.  However, CFR walleye relative 
abundance is similar and CFR walleye growth rates are better 
than FPR.  CFR walleye production is all natural with no 
hatchery augmentation needed.  Massive hatchery and 
management effort goes into maintaining the FPR walleye 
fishery.  Additionally, CFR provides a rainbow trout fishery 
that is heavily used throughout the year.  FPR may provide 
the opportunity to catch larger walleye simply due to the size 
of the reservoir (250,000 acres compared to 35,000 acres) and 
the opportunity for fish to grow old.   
 

248 S4-b In the plan under Walleye Stocking you indicate if 
fingerling production exceeds 3 million, biological and 
environmental conditions (listed below) will be 
reviewed.  It seems to me that this statement is very 
broad for justifying stocking rates. You say that stocking 
rates may be reduced if the biological and environmental 
conditions are unfavorable.   I also notice that you say 
the goal of .4 fish per hour will likely not occur. I do not 
agree with this statement as the goal is in fact.4 fish per 
hour.   

In the event that more than 3 million walleye fingerlings are 
produced and available for stocking, FWP will evaluate the 
release of these additional fingerlings provided that the 
biological and environmental conditions are conducive for 
their survival and it doesn’t pose harm to the overall fishery.  
An example of a scenario where FWP would stock above the 
3 million number; rising spring water levels that will flood 
terrestrial vegetation, walleye condition factors (and other 
predators) above average, and both shoreline and coldwater 
forage abundances are above long-term averages.  Please refer 
to the Fort Peck Fisheries Management Plan for specific 
criteria.  However, if the above environmental and biological 
conditions are reversed, FWP will evaluate and retain the 
option of reducing the number of walleye stocked. See 
response number 246 regarding the 0.4 fish/hr catch rate goal. 

249 S7-a Chinook salmon should either be stocked at a 
dramatically increased level or abandoned. 

The chinook salmon program in Fort Peck Reservoir offers a 
unique fishing opportunity and is the only location in 
Montana where this fishery exists.  Similar to other fish 
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species, catch rates of chinook salmon are largely dictated by 
the amount of forage available.  Increasing reservoir levels in 
2008 through 2011 assisted in producing successive large 
year classes of cisco.  Record forage abundance has led to 
excellent growth and survival of chinook salmon.  
Unfortunately, under this scenario, angler catch rates often 
decline. 
 
Since 2008, FWP has increased both the number and size of 
hatchery salmon that are released into the reservoir.  This is 
largely due to a dramatic increase in the number of Chinook 
eggs collected annually (approximately 500,000) due to 
refinement of the egg collection process. The Fort Peck 
Fisheries Management Plan (2011-2022) states that a 
minimum of 200,000 fingerlings will be released into the 
reservoir annually.  In addition, the last several years, 
experimental stockings of 50,000 advanced fingerlings have 
been released in the fall.  These fish were uniquely marked by 
biologists to determine survival of these fish relative to the 
summer released fish.  To date, survival of the fall released 
fish has been disappointing and will likely be discontinued.   
 

UPPER YELLOWSTONE RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
250 D1-a Would like FWP to consider Yellowstone Cuttthroat 

restoration in the Stillwater drainage. How about the 
East Rosebud?     

FWP is always looking for opportunities to conserve or 
enhance YCT populations in the upper Yellowstone Drainage.  
FWP has identified a number of potential projects, some are 
completed, some are in process, and others are planned for the 
future.  Time and funding constraints limit efforts so project 
selection is based on opportunity and priorities established in 
the YCT Conservation Agreement.  One of the first major 
YCT conservation projects completed in Region 5 was on 
Bad Canyon Creek in the Stillwater Drainage.  FWP recently 
completed a multi-year project to remove brook trout and 
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secure the YCT population in the Goose Lake Drainage at the 
upper end of the Stillwater.  All mountain lakes stocking in 
the upper East Rosebud Drainage is geared towards YCT 
conservation.  FWP has no intention of trying to convert 
major recreational fisheries such as the main Stillwater River 
into YCT conservation streams, even if it was technically and 
financially feasible.  However, FWP will continue to look for 
opportunities on smaller drainages in the upper Yellowstone 
system. 

251 L4-a In the past five to ten years, I have noticed a significant 
DECREASE in jet boat and jet ski traffic on the river, 
but a tenfold INCREASE in guide and recreational float 
traffic.   As a jetboat owner, I realize that many would 
take my view as biased, but on a peak weekend in the 
summer, I may see one or two jetboat operators, but will 
definitely see anywhere from 20 to 50 float boats of all 
kinds, guides, anglers and pleasure floaters.    It is my 
understanding that the beef with power craft on the 
Yellowstone arrises from the operator running up the 
Boulder and Stillwater rivers.  This is completely 
irresponsible on the boat owners part, and I feel those 
streams should be listed as non-navigable to motor 
powered craft.  But don't punish the rest of us who 
responsibly use and enjoy the river with a jet boat 
because of some moron running a river that clearly isn't 
large enough to safely support that sort of usage.    As 
usage on the lower river increases, it may make sense to 
investigate limiting guide traffic to certain stretches of 
the river to weekday only use so that recreational and 
paid interests don't collide. 

Although there has been a very significant increase in the 
number of jet boat owners along the Yellowstone River in 
recent years, most of the increased jet boat traffic has 
occurred downstream of Laurel.  Jet boat use in the Reedpoint 
and Graycliff section of the Yellowstone has been and 
continues to be limited.  As indicated however, the numbers 
of boat anglers and recreational floaters has increased greatly 
in this section of the river in recent years.  These changes 
were pointed out as special management issues to be 
recognized on this section of the Yellowstone.  If more jet 
boat owners decide to venture further up river and/or if more 
conflicts occur due to increased angler and floater use it may 
become necessary to explore additional restrictions on the 
river as you indicated.  FWP is not proposing any new 
restrictions in this management plan, but wanted to highlight 
these possibilities. 
 

252 U2-y Are there cooperative opportunities for WCT restoration 
in West Rosebud? 

FWP works cooperatively with the Forest Service (FS) and 
PPL Montana in managing the fisheries resources in the West 
Rosebud.  Unfortunately, there is little opportunity for YCT 
restoration in the drainage.  West Rosebud and Emerald lakes 



Decision Notice for Statewide Fisheries Management Plan 
 

102 
 

in the upper drainage are very popular recreational fisheries 
with associated FS campgrounds.  Both lakes are stocked 
annually to maintain these fisheries in the face of heavy 
angling pressure.  Past attempts to stock YCT have meet with 
limited success so both lakes are stocked with rainbow trout.  
Both lakes also contain brown trout and brook trout.  Mystic 
Lake upstream of West Rosebud Lake, one of the largest and 
most heavily used mountain lakes in the Beartooth-Absaroka 
Range, supports a self-sustaining rainbow population that 
feeds rainbows into the system.  There are also migratory runs 
of both rainbow and brown trout up West Rosebud Creek out 
of the Yellowstone River each year if flows allow.  All of 
these factors make the West Rosebud drainage a poor choice 
for cutthroat restoration.  

MIDDLE YELLOWSTONE RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
253 U2-Z Are there cooperative opportunities for YCT restoration 

in Pryors? 
The Pryor Mountains are an extremely important area for 
YCT restoration in MT, and FWP has been involved in a 
number of cooperative YCT projects in the area.  A multi-
year cooperative project between FWP, the Custer National 
Forest (CNF) and BLM constructed a fish barrier and treated 
about 7 miles of Crooked Creek to remove brown trout to 
protect and expand an indigenous YCT population in the 
upper end of the drainage.  FWP worked with CNF to 
reestablish a pure YCT population in the upper end of Dry 
Head Creek.  FWP has worked on a cooperative effort with 
the Forest Service (FS), BLM and a private landowner to 
protect and enhance habitat for an isolated population of YCT 
in Piney Creek on the west side of the Pryors.  FWP is in the 
final stages of a multi-year effort to convert the entire Sage 
Creek drainage in the Pryors into a recreational fishery for 
pure YCT.  This has been a cooperative effort between FWP, 
FS, BLM, the Fish and Wildlife Service, the Crow Tribe, and 
numerous private landowners.  FWP is also working with the 
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Crow Tribe to enhance YCT populations in a number of 
streams on the Crow Reservation.  With the completion of the 
Sage Creek project, almost the entire Pryor Mountain Range 
has been converted to a YCT stronghold. 

BIGHORN RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
254 B7-e   Reclamation would like to work with FWP to obtain 

numbers of brown and rainbow trout affected by GBT 
(gas bubble trauma) through FWP fish count surveys.  

FWP does keep track of trout showing symptoms of gas 
bubble trauma (GBT) during our normal population estimates 
on the upper Bighorn, and has provided these data to 
Reclamation in the past.  Since the upper shocking section 
starts below Three Mile Access, the highest incidents of GBT 
occur upstream of our shocking section and are not measured.  
Due to the high concentration of anglers on the upper 3 miles 
of the Bighorn and the potential conflicts caused by running 
jet boats on the upper river, FWP has purposely avoided any 
fish sampling on this section of river.  FWP’s view is that a 
combination of GBT data from the agency’s normal sampling, 
and feedback from anglers on the upper river, provides a 
reasonable look at GBT issues most years.   
 

255 G6-b I would like to see stocking of walleye in the Big horn 
lake started back up 

The triploid walleye program for Bighorn Lake is FWPs 
attempt to maintain a walleye stocking program in the lake 
while showing that FWP is trying to do everything possible to 
maintain and enhance the genetically-pure sauger population 
that exists above Yellowtail Dam.  A major concern is that 
this population is the only remaining unhybridized sauger 
population left in Montana or Wyoming.  Because of 
significant declines in sauger populations throughout their 
range and hybridization with walleye, there has been 
discussion and a push by different groups to have sauger 
listed as a threatened species under the Threatened and 
Endangered Species Act.  If any native trout species was in 
the same condition as sauger with decreasing numbers and 
only one remaining genetically pure population in a major 
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part of their range, it is likely that they would be listed 
immediately.  It is likely there will be future attempts to list 
sauger.  If they were listed and the Fish and Wildlife Service 
takes over sauger management, there could be serious impacts 
to FWP walleye stocking and management operations 
statewide.  FWP’s view is that it is critical to be able to show 
that FWP is managing to protect and enhance sauger if a 
listing attempt does occur.  At the same time FWP is 
conducting a joint effort with Wyoming Game and Fish to 
collect wild sauger eggs in Wyoming, raise them in Montana 
and restock them into Bighorn Lake to enhance the sauger 
fishery in the lake.  Bighorn Lake is currently producing some 
very nice sauger and as sauger numbers increase FWP will be 
looking at the possibility of increasing harvest limits.   

256 G6-c This lake could be a good fishing destination, however, 
you can only keep low amount of sauger so it doesn't 
rank very high on traveling the distance to fish. 

See response number 255. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
 
257 F2-c Where was the public scoping?  Where are the 

alternatives?  Where is the economic analysis as 
required by MEPA?  What will killing the rainbow trout 
in the Flathead River cost and how will it impact our 
angling economy?   

MEPA Model Rule VI provides in part that for an action with 
limited environmental impact, no further public review may 
be warranted, but that the level of analysis and public scoping 
in a MEPA document  “will vary with the complexity and 
seriousness of environmental issues associated with a 
proposed action.” No significant impacts to the human 
environment are expected as a result of the state’s preferred 
no-action alternative, and very little public scoping is required 
under MEPA for this project. 
 
However, FWP values public participation and took several 
steps to solicit input beyond what was required. This included 
meeting with angling groups and regional citizen advisory 
committees before the preparation of a draft plan, and 
conducting ten public meetings during the 47-day comment 
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period. 
 
Westslope cutthroat have been reduced to less than 10% of 
their historic range. The Flathead drainage represents a 
significant portion of the remaining pure populations, 
however, the genetic integrity of the Flathead is threatened by 
rainbow trout and hybrids which are increasing in abundance 
and distribution. An Environmental Assessment is being 
prepared for public review to assess continuing ongoing 
suppression (trapping, electrofishing) and to look at new 
strategies. The cost has not been calculated but is low 
compared to the impact that ESA listing of westslope 
cutthroat would bring. All suppression will occur upstream of 
Columbia Falls and cutthroat should replace any rainbows 
removed. There should be little or no impact on the fishing 
economy. 
 

258 F2-e This proposed plan short-changes MEPA’s requirement 
for public involvement in agency decision making  

See response number 257. 

259 I3-e, f Your plan, while well intended, falls far short of what is 
required by the Montana Environmental Policy Act.  
The current draft plan reads like a final plan.  Where 
was the public scoping?  Where are the alternatives?  
Where is the economic analysis as required by MEPA?  
What will killing the rainbow trout in the Flathead River 
cost and how will it impact our angling economy? 

See response number 257. 

260 I3-g You have presented a 448 page fish management plan 
for the preferred alternative, including a breakdown of 
planed management activities for hundreds of lakes and 
streams.  Yet there is no similar presentation of planned 
management activities for these lakes and streams in the 
other two alternatives.  MEPA requires an objective 
analysis of the alternatives.  An objective analysis of the 
alternatives is not apparent in reading the EA. 

FWP intentionally focused its EA on Part I of the plan, which 
describes the primary fisheries programs. FWP will conduct 
additional environmental analysis when appropriate under 
MEPA before implementing Part II of the plan that lack the 
necessary level of analysis for implementation. There are too 
many unknown variables to conduct such analysis at this 
point in time.  
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In addition, so long as analysis of all alternatives is adequate, 
MEPA allows an agency to provide more information on its 
preferred alternative, and even to develop a proposal for its 
preferred alternative. In this case, the draft plan represents 
further information regarding FWP’s proposed alternative.   

261 J5-a I suggest that FWP provide a detailed cost estimate for 
each of the Fish Management Directives for each 
drainage listed in the report. In addition FWP should 
identify all other administrative costs associated with 
implementation of this plan. If the costs may vary 
depending on the scope of implementation, then FWP 
should identify a high, mid, and low cost estimate. 
These costs estimates should be tied to the 
recommended Alternatives identified at the end of the 
Plan. 

FWP intentionally focused its economic analysis on 
comparing alternatives, e.g., whether a particular alternative 
would be more or less costly compared to another alternative. 
This comparative approach is acceptable under MEPA for an 
EA. FWP also points out that this is a statewide management 
plan and many of the fiscal details are not available until 
implementation at a project level, or would be difficult to 
predict with any accuracy. FWP notes that costs are always an 
important consideration when prioritizing and implementing 
projects. 

262 J5-b The Plan should then be reissued for public comment, 
once we more fully understand the Plan’s cost. Further, I 
also wonder how much it cost to prepare this Plan. 

See response number 262. 

263 J5-f FWP says an EIS is not needed because “...impacts... are 
either minor or negligible”. This statement seems to 
imply that the scope of work defined in the Plan is of 
little importance or consequence. You can’t have it both 
ways – if the Plan has insignificant environmental 
impacts, then I suggest the Plan is not worthy of 
implementation. On the other hand if the Plan is worthy 
of implementation, then an Environmental Impact 
Statement is necessary. 

FWP concluded that the plan would not have a significant 
impact on the human environment, and therefore decided that 
an Environmental Assessment was an adequate level of 
environmental analysis. This decision was in part based on 
the fact that the proposed action (draft plan) represents a 
continuation of the current fisheries management programs 
(the status quo or no–action alternative). Without any major 
changes being proposed, FWP did not identify any significant 
impacts. FWP also notes that the importance of an action or 
program, in this case the draft plan, does not mean that an 
Environmental Impact Statement is required. 

264 N1-a After reading the Alternatives in the Habitat section of 
the Statewide Fishery Plan I was very uncomfortable 
with Alternative B.    I am totally against the taking or 
regulation of water rights on my ranch.   

FWP appreciates this concern but clarifies that none of the 
analyzed alternatives propose taking water rights away.  In 
any event, Alternative B is not FWP’s preferred alternative, 
and has not been selected as a result of the MEPA process. 

265 U2-aa, ab Alt B increase emphasis on native and wild fish FWP acknowledges the point that it would be difficult to 
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management-  It appears that this alternative is 
unrealistically framed.  It is framed such that one would 
never select it.  This is not unlike when the FS develops 
a no-action alternative that often has very little chance of 
becoming the preferred.  Why advance an impossible 
alternative?  Your management document early on even 
states: “Of equal importance, the presence of non-native 
fish in Montana (species that are not native to the state) 
has forever changed the status and management of many 
native species,”  This re-enforces that alternative 2 for 
fish management is not well structured. 
 
I would suggest that you temper the alternative such that 
there is increased emphasis on non-native fish 
management beyond the opportunistic status quo.  You 
should not emphasize pre-European conditions, as that is 
impossible.  You could parse this alternative and 
emphasize certain areas, especially if ESA listed fish 
exist and recovery may take effort greater from all 
parties than the status quo. 

replicate pre-European conditions. The intent of Alternative B 
was not to replicate pre-European settlement conditions, but 
to manage for a native assemblage of fish species present 
before the presence of Europeans. FWP agrees that the EA 
could have identified an alternative that was more similar to 
the proposed action in regard to non-native fish management. 
The analysis approach taken, however, is intended to provide 
enough contrast between the alternatives to offer the reader a 
clear understanding of the different approaches that FWP 
could take for fisheries management. Further, MEPA does not 
require a separate analysis of alternatives that have 
substantially similar consequences to alternatives actually 
considered. 
 
FWP also points out that MEPA allows for an agency to 
adopt/select components of different alternatives. FWP is able 
to adjust its proposed alternative as a result of public 
comment, and if it chose to do so, could have selected 
components of the other analyzed alternatives in its decision 
notice. 
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B: ORIGINAL COMMENTS 
 
Appendix B includes all of the original comments as they were submitted to FWP. The top line in each comment box indicates how it was received 
by FWP (online survey and relevant question, Email comment to the FWP website, or by U.S. Mail).  FWP has selected excerpts from each comment 
and prepared a response.  Each excerpt was assigned an identification letter and number based on the name of the person, organization, or agency 
submitting the comment. Example: Joe Abbot’s first comment would be identified as A-1-a. His second comment is identified as A-1-b. The 
identification system allows the viewer to locate the response to a particular comment (see Appendix A, Response to Comments). 
 

Name/ 
Organization/ 

Agency 

Comment Cmt. 
ID 

Resp. 
ID 

Addleman, Robert Online survey: Q4: Fisheries Management Program  
 
I live in Thompson Falls. I fish Noxon Rapids Reservoir. I like to fish for all species. I and all anglers I 
know like to pursue Walleye in the reservoir. I cannot understand the policy of trying to eliminate 
these fish.  You say they are a predator fish, I agree. So are all the other species in the lake. Look at all 
the northern states, they all have these different species, and they all coexist. There are a lot of people 
coming from all over to fish for these fish. I have never seen so many walleye fisherman on the lake as 
this year. That is money coming into the small towns around this area. The money the anglers spend on 
Walleye fishing is desperately needed in this area. It seems that the all knowing game and fish think 
that saving the bull trout, is the only priority. It is not for anglers in this area. Our licenses, pay for your 
jobs, and I think that the opinions of the anglers should be heard. If you put on a rainbow rapala and 
troll around this lake, you will quickly find out which fish is the biggest predator in this water system. It 
is the northern pipe minnow! Instead of doing all these studies, why don’t you just ask the anglers, 
who fish these waterways? Which fish they want to spend their money on fishing for.  Robert 
Addleman. Thompson Fall. Mt. 
 

  
 
A1-a 

 
 
166 

Aquatic Habitat Group 
/Curtis R. Kurer 

E-Mail  
 
We are pleased to submit the following comments and recommendations on the draft Statewide 
Fisheries Management Plan and wish to commend FWP for compiling an excellent reference document 
on the state of Montana's fisheries and the current management schemes.  However, if it's intended as 
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a tool for improving future management decisions we recommend that you modify the document and 
include the following: 
 

1. A greater focus on the value of healthy wetland and riparian habitats in supporting 
economically important healthy fisheries.  Although habitats could be considered a central 
element of the draft the value of continued restoration and enhancement work in wetlands, 
riparian areas, streams, and rivers needs to be elevated.  In addition to supporting fish, these 
habitats support many other species considered to be public resources managed by FWP.  

2. A more proactive approach and commitment to management of the all important native 
fisheries and wild fish management by more comprehensively (water by water) addressing  the 
negative impacts of illegal introductions, hatcheries, and fishponds.    

3. A better review of the value of restoring and managing instream flows, where it is critical that 
they be restored as soon as possible, and the mechanisms that are currently being used and 
could be used to restore and supplement these flows.   In this age of a warming and drying 
climate, better management of water across the board (agriculture, development, instream 
flows, potable water, etc.) is going to be critical to the future of these fisheries.  

4. A better expression of future management goals to include measurable data of fisheries 
statewide critical to better management in an uncertain future.    

 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments.  Please place us on your mailing lists to 
receive future information and notifications as this draft plan moves forward. 
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Avista Corp/ 
Joe DosSantos 

E-Mail  
 
Avista appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks’ 
(MFWP) Draft Fisheries Management Plan 2013-2018 (FMP).  As you are aware, the Clark Fork 
Settlement Agreement, signed by 27 stakeholders, including MFWP, in 1999, created a new approach 
for dam relicensing and established a significant mitigation and enhancement fund that went well 
beyond traditional dam relicensing results.  Avista consults with MFWP and the other entities to 
implement the actions through approved Annual Work Plans and is proud of our work together in 
restoring the fishery of the Lower Clark Fork River in Montana and Lake Pend Oreille system in Idaho.  
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     The FMP is clear and very thorough, and we offer comments throughout. Suggested additions are 
underlined, deletions are struck through, and comments are italicized.  
 
Part 1 – Statewide Management 
 
Page 6 –  
Paragraph starting with “There are some large water-bodies in the State that have separate fisheries 
management plans.” … “Similarly, there are numerous waterbody-specific native fish species and/or 
aquatic habitat restoration strategies (e.g., An Integrated Stream Restoration and Native Fish 
Conservation Strategy for the Blackfoot River Basin and the Native Salmonid Restoration Plan as part of 
the Clark Fork Settlement Agreement for restoration of native species in lower Clark Fork River 
reservoirs and tributaries) and interagency agreements (e.g., Memorandum of Understanding and 
Conservation Agreement for Westslope Cutthroat Trout and Yellowstone Cutthroat Trout).  The 
statewide plan does not supersede current plans but is meant to defer to them as appropriate.”   
 
Page 8 - Fisheries Program Funding Sources: 
 “The Program also receives federal funds for native species conservation and restoration, and federal 
and private mitigation funds (mostly from hydroelectric generation, e.g. Avista Clark Fork Settlement 
Agreement).”  
 
Page 22-23 - Aquatic Invasive Species:   
“The FWP AIS Watercraft Inspection Program inspects more than15,000 watercraft annually. Angling 
organizations, such as Walleyes Unlimited, Trout Unlimited have been very supportive of the FWP AIS 
Program. The FWP AIS Program recognizes the importance of gaining local and statewide support and 
works closely with a variety of non-governmental organizations, private industry, local governments, 
state and federal agencies.”    
 
Applicable laws, rules and policies Statute (MCA):  
P 27 - 87-3-205: Makes it unlawful to possess any seine, net or other similar device for capturing fish 
unless authorized by FWP (pond license, seine license). FWP may designate waters where traps, seines, 
or nets may be used for taking nongame fish and Dolly Varden trout.  This statute should be changed to 
eliminate the reference to Dolly Varden trout.  MFWP may wish to recommend to the Legislature to 
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update this statute. 
 
Page 27 - Management Planning  
The FMP provides the option of developing a more specific management plan for a broader geographic 
area.  “As warranted, FWP develops fisheries management plans for individual waterbodies and/or 
individual fish species. These plans identify the management direction for a species or collection of 
species within a waterbody or a broader geographic area such as a drainage or state. The plans 
describe the resource being managed, the rationale (both biological and social) for management 
direction being taken, and specific actions that will be implemented to accomplish plan goals and 
objectives.”  
 
Page 28 - Special issues, challenges or initiatives  
During 2011 and 2012, MFWP spent considerable time and energy in developing the 17 page Draft 
Position Paper on Fish Passage at Lower Clark Fork River Dams.  I would assume that MFWP considers 
this Draft Position Paper to be included within this section of the FMP, and encourage MFWP to finalize 
this Position Paper. It would better define what type of fishery is the highest priority.  For instance, 
because dams have changed Riverine habitat into reservoirs, local anglers prefer warmwater species 
over trout, and Avista is funding up and downstream transport programs for bull trout that by-pass 
reservoir migration, the reservoirs should be managed for introduced warmwater species.  However, 
because the tributaries are critical to native fish recovery efforts and Avista continues to fund habitat 
restoration projects, the tributaries should be managed for cutthroat and bull trout at the expense of 
non-native salmonids 
 
Pages 45-46 - Trout: Bull trout (native; federal ESA threatened species; Montana Species of Concern) 
“...While bull trout remain widespread in Montana, significant declines in abundance have been 
observed in most populations. Major causes for these declines include changes in habitat that reduce 
spawning success, barriers that prevent movement of migratory fish, and non-native fish (e.g. lake and 
brown trout) that prey on or compete and hybridize (e.g., brook trout) with bull trout. …. Because bull 
trout are a federally listed species, FWP and numerous state, federal and private partners are active 
participants in their management and conservation. Habitat protection and restoration, and 
restoration of migratory corridors (e.g., removal of barriers to movement) are among key elements to 
bull trout conservation and recovery. The large-scale habitat restoration program in the Blackfoot 
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Valley, and the removal of Milltown Dam, and comprehensive habitat restoration, migration barrier 
removal and predator reduction program for ad fluvial bull trout from the Lower Clark Fork River 
funded by Avista are notable examples of these types of efforts. The presence of predatory nonnative 
fish, particularly lake trout, northern pike and walleye, are significant but difficult threats to address. 
…Management of bull trout is guided by both state and federal documents. In 2000, a State of 
Montana sponsored effort with multiple stakeholders produced the planning document titled 
Restoration Plan for Bull Trout in the Clark Fork River Basin and Kootenai River Basin in Montana. This 
plan sets goals, objectives and criteria for bull trout restoration, outlines actions to meet those criteria, 
and establishes a structure to monitor implementation and evaluate effectiveness of the plan. The 
Avista Native Salmonid Restoration Plan is another comprehensive recovery strategy for bull trout 
populations in the Lower Clark Fork River and was achieved through a collaborative relicensing process 
and development of the Clark Fork Settlement Agreement (Avista 1999).  Local plans provide direct 
guidance for local bull trout conservation efforts and include such documents as An Integrated Stream 
Restoration and Native Fish Conservation Strategy for the Blackfoot River Basin (FWP 2005), and 
Flathead Lake and River Co-Management Plan, 2001 – 2010 (FWP and Confederated Salish and 
Kootenai Tribes 2001). As a listed species, the USFWS is responsible for developing federal bull trout 
recovery plans and designation of “critical habitats.” Although critical bull trout habitat in Montana 
was designated in 2010, the recovery plan is still in draft stage and has yet to be finalized.”   
 
Pages 53-55 - Fisheries Mitigation  
Within this section of the FMP, the discussion on hydropower mitigation centered primarily on federal 
projects with no mention of private utilities.  Considering the scale and scope of the private utility 
programs, these programs should also be mentioned within this section.   
 
Pages 57-60 - Habitat Restoration 
 “Fisheries habitat restoration is accomplished through the initiative of FWP and federal fisheries 
biologists, non-governmental organizations, utilities, and private individuals who identify worthwhile 
projects and approach funding sources for help in accomplishing them. The key funding source within 
FWP is the Future Fisheries Improvement Program (FFIP).  The Lake and Stream Enhancement and 
Community Pond programs are also available to fund worthy projects.   One notable addition to FFIP 
funding has been the Avista funded Clark Fork Settlement Agreement that provides annual funding to 
support eight Watershed Councils, and funding for habitat acquisition and restoration in tributaries to 
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Cabinet Gorge and Noxon reservoirs.  
 
Page 167 – Lower Clark Fork River Drainage 
 
Page 167 - PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION  
 “…Approximately 62 miles of the river has been inundated by the Thompson Falls, Noxon Rapids and 
Cabinet Gorge Reservoirs, constructed in 1913, 1959 and 1952, respectively. These reservoirs were 
impounded to generate hydroelectricity. Noxon Reservoir is the largest reservoir impounding an area 
of 7,940592 acres at full pool followed by Cabinet Gorge (3,200 2,848 acres) and Thompson Falls (969 
acres).  Note: the above surface acres corrections are as per our FERC license. 
 
Page 167-168 - FISHERIES MANAGEMENT 
 “Native species within the drainage include bull trout, westslope cutthroat trout, mountain whitefish, 
longnose and largescale sucker, northern pikeminnow, peamouth, longnose dace, redside shiner, and 
Columbia slimy and Rocky Mountain sculpins. Native species management is focused on salmonids 
with an emphasis on bull trout recovery. The lower Clark Fork River and several of its tributaries are 
designated as bull trout critical habitat. Bull trout in this drainage exhibit both resident and migratory 
life histories with some migratory fish moving to mainstem rivers, reservoirs or Lake Pend Oreille to 
mature. Primary impacts to this species include passage barriers, habitat degradation and introduced 
species. Currently these impacts are being addressed through the Avista Utilities and PPL Montana 
hydro-mitigation programs, which are required by FERC and stipulated in their operating licenses. Fish 
passage at the Thompson Falls Dam, owned and operated by PPL, is facilitated by a fish ladder that 
began operation in spring 2011. Upstream passage at the Cabinet Gorge Dam, owned and operated by 
Avista Utilities, is facilitated by a capture and transport program that returns adult fish to their natal 
tributaries based on genetic assignments. Additionally, the juvenile trap and transport program traps 
out-migrating juvenile bull trout from tributaries and transports them to Lake Pend Oreille. Both 
utilities have programs to protect and restore tributary habitats. In Lake Pend Oreille, lake and rainbow 
trout are being suppressed by Idaho Fish and Game to benefit kokanee and migratory bull trout, many 
of which originate in the Clark Fork drainage. An experimental nonnative fish suppression and 
exclusion project is being conducted in the East Fork Bull River to assess the effectiveness of weir 
exclusions and fish removal on brown and brook trout.  Enhanced bull trout education and 
enforcement has also been a priority of the Avista mitigation program.” 
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“Reservoirs on the lower Clark Fork River are popular warm and cool water fisheries. Yellow perch and 
northern pike are pursued by anglers year round and largemouth and smallmouth bass fishing picks up 
as water temperatures warm in the spring. Noxon Reservoir hosts up to seven bass fishing 
tournaments annually and currently holds the state record for northern pikeminnow and largemouth 
bass. Spring walleye fishing between Thompson Falls Dam and Noxon Reservoir is increasing in 
popularity as the illegally introduced population expands.”  
 
“Walleye were illegally introduced into Noxon Reservoir in the mid to late 1980s. Since then, walleye 
catch rates in annual population monitoring slowly increased until 2009 when catch rates began to 
rapidly increase, doubling in 2010 and 2011. Expanding walleye populations pose a significant 
predation threat to native and sport fisheries in Noxon Rapids and Cabinet Gorge Reservoirs, as well 
downstream in Idaho and Washington waters, and future management suppression actions will focus 
on this species.” 
 
Page 169 – HABITAT 
 
Page 169 –  
“The Lower Clark Fork drainage has eight watershed councils that actively manage drainage-wide 
water resource issues. Additionally, the Lower Clark Fork Watershed Group (LCFWG) is also active in 
the drainage. The LCFWG acts as an umbrella organization for the watershed councils and facilitates 
cooperation between them. The group is also active in identifying and conducting habitat restoration 
projects and educating landowners on proper stream and riparian habitat management. The focus area 
of this group ranges from the Idaho border upstream to Prospect Creek. Within this area the LCFWG 
has prepared or assisted with preparing watershed assessments in all the larger tributaries.  Avista 
Utilities has played a significant role in financial and staff support for these watershed councils.” 
 
“Approximately 66% of the Lower Clark Fork River has been converted from riverine to reservoir 
habitat by three hydroelectric facilities. All three reservoirs are run-of-the-river and experience limited 
drawdowns in most years. Annual Reservoir drawdowns are limited to 10 feet in Noxon Rapids 
Reservoir and 7 feet in Cabinet Gorge Reservoirs. Currently, fish passage is facilitated at Thompson 
Falls and Cabinet Gorge dams. Thompson Falls Dam was outfitted with a fish passage ladder that has 
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been in operation since spring 2011. Bull trout passage at the Cabinet Gorge Dam is facilitated by 
active capture techniques and upstream transport to the fish’s tributary of origin based on genetic 
assignment. Permanent upstream fish traps passage facilities (capture and transport) are currently 
being designed for Cabinet Gorge and Noxon Rapids dams. Reservoirs. Construction of the Cabinet 
Gorge fish passage facility trap will likely begin in 2014 2013. Designs for the Noxon Rapids fish passage 
facility have been initiated and construction will occur after the Cabinet Gorge fish passage facility is 
finished trap have not been completed and a construction date has not been set.” 
 
Page 171-178  
FISHERIES MANAGEMENT DIRECTION FOR LOWER CLARK FORK RIVER DRAINAGE 
 
In general, there are several places in the table where changes may be appropriate. 

• I have changed the organization of how tributaries are listed.  I think it would make more sense 
to list the reservoir (the mainstem waterbody) and then tributaries from upstream to 
downstream.  I have rearranged the table below to reflect that order.  

• The origin of bull trout in tributaries and the reservoirs is described as both “Wild/Transfer” and 
“Wild/Transport”.  There is no definition for “Transport” on page 69 describing the Origin of the 
fish.  “Transfer” is typically used when “Fish are wild, but transferred from one waterbody to 
another. Used primarily in eastern Montana to “seed” barren lakes which have suffered from 
drought or winterkill, or to provide forage for game species in receiving waters.”  It makes sense 
to use “Transport” to describe bull trout that are captured and transported either up or 
downstream, but they haven’t defined that term in the document.  

• The FMP refers to volitional fish passage (which is incorrect) for bull trout at both Cabinet Gorge 
and Noxon Rapids dams as opposed to capture and transport 

• In Noxon Reservoir, walleye are targeted for suppression, but northern pike are managed under 
general management.  There is no specific mention of either species in Cabinet Gorge Reservoir. 

• Management type for westslope cutthroat trout is inconsistent.  Most tributaries and Cabinet 
Gorge Reservoir populations are managed under Conservation type, but Noxon Reservoir and 
the Bull River are managed under General type.  It would make better sense to manage all WCT 
populations under the Conservation type.   

• Management direction for non-native salmonids (brook, brown and rainbow) is to “Continue to 
monitor population trends.”  Should not management direction also include assessing the 
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impact of non-native salmonids on native trout and char (redd superimposition, competition, 
predation, etc.) and then doing something about it if the priority management species is native 
BLT and WCT?  I suggest adding the wording “Continue to monitor distribution, status and 
impacts to native salmonids throughout the drainage”, for all tributaries to Noxon and Cabinet 
Gorge reservoirs.(Lower Clark Fork Drainage) 

• For both Noxon and Cabinet Gorge reservoirs the statement is made: “Administer Montana 
portion of Avista fisheries mitigation program.”  I do not think that “administer” is the correct 
term considering the collaborative decision making process of the Clark Fork Management 
Committee, which of course MFWP is a member of.  

•  
What follows below is comments and/or suggested edits/additions to specific waters:  
   

Water Miles/Acres Species Origin Management 
Type 

Management Direction 

Lower Clark Fork 
River - Confluence 
with Flathead 
River to Idaho 
Border  

32  94 
miles  

Bull trout Wild Conservation Continue to monitor 
population trends. 
Reestablish volitional 
fish  
Connectivity for up 
and downstream 
migrants. 

Thompson River  
 

55 miles  
 

Bull trout, 
Westslope 
cutthroat 
trout  
 

Wild/ 
Transfer 
or 
Transport?  

Conservation/  
Special 
Regulations  

Continue to monitor 
population trends. 
Continue yearlong 
closure on angling for 
bull trout. Continue 
upstream bull trout 
transport program for 
fish from below 
Cabinet Gorge Dam. 
Assess and monitor 
habitat conditions. 
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Continue yearlong 
closure on angling for 
bull trout 
 

Thompson Falls 
Reservoir 

    There is no mention 
here as to the 
“administration” of the 
PPL-MT fisheries 
mitigation program. 

Noxon Rapids 
Reservoir  
 

7,940592 
Acres 
 

Bull trout 
 
 
 
 
WCT 
 
 
 
Walleye  
 

Wild/  
Transfer 
or 
Transport? 
 
Wild 
 
 
 
Wild 

Conservation 
 
 
 
 
Conservation 
 
 
 
Suppression  
 

Reestablish volitional 
Establish adult capture 
and transport fish 
passage past Noxon 
Rapids Dam.  
 
Continue to monitor 
distribution and status 
throughout reservoir.  
 
Suppress illegally 
introduced walleye 
from the reservoir as 
possible to reduce 
impacts on native 
species.  
 
 

Prospect Creek  77.6 miles  Bull trout Wild/  Conservation Continue to monitor 
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RBT, BKT, 
BRN 

Transfer 
or 
Transport? 
 
 
 
Wild 

 
 
 
 
 
 
General 

population trends. 
Continue downstream 
and upstream bull 
trout transport 
program. Continue 
yearlong closure on 
angling for bull trout.  
 
Continue to monitor 
distribution, status and 
impacts on native 
salmonids throughout 
the drainage. 

Graves Creek  
 

19.2 Miles  Bull trout 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RBT, BKT, 
BRN 

Wild/  
Transfer 
or 
Transport? 
 
 
 
Wild 

Conservation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
General 

Continue to monitor 
population trends. 
Continue downstream 
and upstream bull 
trout transport 
program. Continue 
yearlong closure on 
angling for bull trout.  
 
Continue to monitor 
distribution, status and 
impacts on native 
salmonids throughout 
the drainage.  

Vermillion River  
 

43.2 Miles  Bull trout 
 
 
 
 

Wild/ 
Transfer 
or 
Transport? 
 

Conservation 
 
 
 
 

Continue to monitor 
population trends. 
Continue downstream 
and upstream bull 
trout transport 
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RBT, BKT, 
BRN 

 
 
Wild 

 
 
General 

program. Continue 
yearlong closure on 
angling for bull trout.  
 
Continue to monitor 
distribution, status and 
impacts on native 
salmonids throughout 
the drainage. 

Trout Creek  
 

30.2 Miles  Bull trout 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RBT, BKT, 
BRN 

Wild/ 
Transfer 
or 
Transport? 
 
 
 
Wild 

Conservation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
General 

Continue to monitor 
population trends. 
Continue downstream 
and upstream bull 
trout transport 
program. Continue 
yearlong closure on 
angling for bull trout.   
 
Continue to monitor 
distribution, status and 
impacts on native 
salmonids throughout 
the drainage.  
 

Swamp Creek  
 

16.6 Miles  
 

Bull trout 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RBT, BKT, 

Wild/ 
Transfer 
or 
Transport? 
 
 
 
Wild 

Conservation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
General 

Continue to monitor 
population trends. 
Continue downstream 
and upstream bull 
trout transport 
program.  
Continue yearlong 
closure on angling for 
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BRN bull trout.   
 
Continue to monitor 
distribution, status and 
impacts on native 
salmonids throughout 
the drainage. 

Cabinet Gorge 
Reservoir  
 

2,848  
3,200 Acres  
 

Bull trout 
 

Wild Conservation Assess habitat use, 
survivorship and 
limiting factors of 
reservoir reared fish. 
Reestablish volitional 
Establish adult capture 
and transport fish 
passage past Cabinet 
Gorge Dam.  
 Administer Montana 
portion of Avista 
fisheries mitigation 
program. Continue 
yearlong closure on 
angling for bull trout.  
 
 

Rock Creek  
 

17 Miles  
 

Bull trout 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RBT, BKT, 

Wild/ 
Transfer 
or 
Transport? 
 
 
 
Wild 

Conservation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
General 

Continue to monitor 
population trends. 
Continue downstream 
and upstream bull 
trout transport 
program. Continue 
yearlong closure on 
angling for bull trout. 
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BRN   
Continue to monitor 
distribution, status and 
impacts on native 
salmonids throughout 
the drainage. 

Bull River  
 

71.6 miles  
 

Bull trout 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WCT 
 

Wild/ 
Transfer 
or 
Transport 
 
 
 
Wild 
 

Conservation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Conservation 
 

Continue to monitor 
population trends. 
Continue downstream 
and upstream bull 
trout transport 
program. Continue 
yearlong closure on 
angling for bull trout. 
 
Continue to monitor 
distribution and status 
throughout the 
drainage.  

 
The 45-year commitment of significant mitigation funding to restore and enhance the fishery resources 
of the lower Clark Fork River - Lake Pend Oreille drainage were made possible by the Clark Fork 
Settlement Agreement.  Avista would appreciate the recognition of that commitment in the FMP and 
we continue to strengthen the good working relationship we have developed with MFWP.  
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Billingsley, Suzanne Online survey Q53: General Comments. 
 
Hi,  My name is Suzanne Billingsley, I am from Glasgow, MT.  Here is my comment on the future of 
Montana fisheries.  If you want to have a future you need to look at our children.  I have 3 children. 
One is 21 and the other 2 are 12.  My oldest can drive, and he does to find fishing opportunities.  My 
youngest boy loves to fish. But finding places that youth   can fish from shore and actually catch 
something is hard to do within a reasonable  driving range.  We go to Vandalia Dam-25 miles away for 
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some fishing.  Glasgow has been lucky to get Home Run pond, and we go there on occasion.   We like 
to go to Fort Peck, there is winter harbor pond that you can catch  blue gills one after another and the 
kids love it., We take our cousins  there to have a successful experience. But if you go to the pond at 
the Kwianis park  we are very lucky to catch anything.  We go to the river downstream of the power 
houses and do catch some fish-but we are 20   miles from home.  At one time I did visit with FWP 
about putting in a fishing access behind the FMDH hospital.   I believed it would be a great location for 
local youth to try their luck at catching fish.  I have found with my younger kids that the type of fish you 
catch is not necessarily important.  But catching something is most important to keep them interested 
at their age.  So I believe that having fishing access closer to town and stocking ponds to support and   
encourage our youth to fish will have a great impact on the future of fishing in Montana.  This may take 
some cooperation between agencies, but again what is the benefit to our youth?  Thank you  for your 
time,  Suzanne Billingsley 
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BLM – Deputy State 
Director - Theresa M. 
Hanley 

US-Mail 
 
Non-Native Fishes 
 
The presence of nonindigenous fish poses one of the greatest threats to the persistence of healthy 
native fish populations (Lassuy 1995, Richter et al. 1997, Rahel 2002). Nationwide, introduced fish 
species have been cited as a factor leading to placement on federal threatened or endangered species 
lists in 70% of the fish listings (Lassuy 1995) and as a causal factor in 68% of the 40 North American fish 
extinctions in the last 100 years (Miller et al. 1989). In the western United States, one of every four 
stream fishes is nonnative, and the impact of nonnative’s rivals that of habitat destruction (Schade and 
Bonar 2005). Thus, recovery of imperiled native species such as bull trout and west-slope cutthroat 
trout requires management strategies that actively and vigorously seek to eliminate nonnative fishes 
except where their passage to habitats occupied by native fish is effectively blocked. 
 
The proposed plan should include direction that helps restore imperiled native species (e.g., bull trout, 
westslope cutthroat trout) by actively protecting them from predation, competition, and hybridization 
from non-native species, and by actively seeking to reduce or eliminate nonnative species.  
 
Examples:   
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Flint Creek Tributaries:  the Management Direction proposes to enhance westslope cutthroat 
trout populations for conservation while at the same time “enhancing rainbow and brown trout 
populations” that provide recruitment to the same habitat.   
Blackfoot River and Tributaries (Clearwater River to Confluence):  the proposed Plan 
recommends maintaining “present numbers and sizes of rainbow and brown trout.”  This 
appears to contradict the management direction for bull and westslope cutthroat trout in the 
same area, which are to enhance populations of bull and westslope cutthroat trout. 

 
Amphibian Conservation 
The Bureau supports the proposed management direction for several regions (e.g., Upper Clark Fork 
and Blackfoot River) that specifies that fishless lakes would remain unstocked to protect amphibians.  
We noted, however, that the management direction for the Clark Fork River states that fishless lakes in 
that area would “likely” be managed as fishless in the future.  This may be an oversight or a typo; 
however, as it is written, it appears to leave open the possibility of fish stocking in currently fishless 
lakes in this management unit.  Given the well-documented, potentially devastating effects of fish 
introductions to amphibian populations (reviewed in Kats and Ferrer 2003), we urge the Department to 
continue to manage lakes in the Clark Fork River unit as fishless. 
 
BLM Sport Fish Reservoirs 
The BLM has installed approximately 30 aerator windmills in our Hi-Line, Central, and Eastern Districts. 
One fish biologist is zoned to this large area. The windmills are a constant maintenance drain: 
winterization with isopropyl alcohol at least once a year, fixing various lines/etc., and repairing 
vandalism (bullet holes/etc.).  The BLM would greatly appreciate any help MFWP can provide with 
monitoring proper operation, and even help with maintenance, of the windmills.  
 
Sydney Reservoir October 11 2012, in Carter County.  Example of a windmill where strong winds 
destroyed the windmill.  BLM will attempt to repair before ice-over. 
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Grammatical Note    
Page 9 Species Table: “Y” in blue sucker and largescale sucker column, while other columns are “Yes” 
 
Literature Cited 
Kats, L.B. and R.P. Ferrer. 2003. Alien predators and amphibian declines: review of two decades of 
science and the transition to conservation. Diversity and Distributions 9:99-110. 
Lassuy, D.R. 1995. Introduced species as a factor in extinction and endangerment of native fish species. 
American Fisheries Society Symposium 15:391-396. 
Miller RR, Williams JD, Williams JE (1989) Extinctions of North American fish during the past century. 
Fisheries 14(6): 22-37. 
Rahel FJ. 2002. Homogenization of freshwater faunas. Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics 33: 
291–315. 
Richter B, Braun D, Mendelson M, Master L. 1997. Threats to imperiled freshwater fauna. Conservation 
Biology 11: 1081–1093. 
Schade, C.B. and S.A. Bonar.  2005.  Distribution and Abundance of Nonnative Fishes in Streams of the 
Western United States.  North American Journal of Fisheries Management 25: 1386–1394. 
 

BLM – Malta Field 
Office/ 
Dwain Prellwitz 

E-Mail  
 
I have reviewed relevant sections of the Draft Plan and have only two comments from the Malta Field 
Office of the Bureau of Land Management. 
 

1. The Plan is well-done, thorough, and very up to date.  The writers should be commended. 
2. One edit in the Lower Milk River Section would be to change the Rock Creek comment to say 

that it enters the Milk River northwest of Hinsdale.  The document says Saco which is much 
farther to the west.  

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
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Breker, Douglas General Comments 
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I decided to comment in general – first even though it doesn’t seem the survey is set up this way.   
 
I commend the department and staff for the efforts in putting together a statewide plan, I think the 
general principal and concept is a good idea. 
 
However, I am concerned with the fact that it appears you are creating a plan that you will put in place 
and follow for the next 6 years.  And even though you state in the introduction that the plan provides 
for enough flexibility to allow for adaptive management during implementation – there is no mention 
of how, where or when any changes to the plan can be made.  
 
You have given the public the opportunity to comment as apparently required by law, but frankly I 
really wonder what input the public can have.  In the past when management plans were developed on 
specific bodies of water, alternative management directions where offered for the public to comment 
on.  The only alternatives I see here are documenting thins as you see they currently exist – so then I 
have to wonder what public input are you honestly looking for. 
 
If you are expecting to have the public comment on the specific management directions on a body of 
water of specific interest or concern to anglers in a region, then I really think the plan and the 
management directions need to be put out and evaluated on a regional basis.  As I see it today, I would 
not expect to see you receive much, if any, public input on any part of the plan because it is so huge 
and pretty intimidating. 
 
It concerns me that what I have observed over the past couple of years has been that fewer and fewer 
people are willing to take the time to provide input.  Going to a public meeting which the public 
believes is so that they can provide input to simply be told that they need to submit it on line, via 
email, or through a memo does not set well with a lot of people.  Many of them will express their 
opinion in a meeting, but never go home and write a letter, or submit written comment on line. 
 
On one hand this is such a huge volume of data, I find it hard to think that giving people only until 
October 12 to comment is adequate, especially considering that the during the fall of the year fisheries 
management is pretty low priority for many of the people of the state.  Many are now out and focusing 
on hunting and have put away their fishing gear for the year.  Yet I would doubt that even with an 
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extension of time will you receive much other input – partially because I don’t think people really know 
what it would matter. 
 
For example, I am clueless.  I don’t like the management direction that is in the plan for walleyes below 
Holter Dam.  From watching what happened when the No Limit on walleye regulation was 
implemented by members of the FWP Commission, contrary to the scientific and biological data and 
FWP staff recommendations – this management direction is not acceptable.  Yet I don’t have any idea 
if this is a type of input that is appropriate regarding the development of a statewide plan? 
 
And that is also why I have concerns about the effect of adopting a statewide plan that goes for the 
next 6 years that doesn’t provide any clue how anything will be allowed to be changed.  (And I read the 
section about regulation changes) which is useless as far as I am concerned when we have FWP 
Commission members who are openly willing to do whatever they please with no justification 
whatsoever – stating publically that their decision was for “purely political reasons”. 
 
Maybe a statewide management plan that outlines the “Management Program” isn’t the place to 
addr4ess the weakness in the system and process that exists where the FWP Commissions as a quasi-
judicial committee by law can do whatever they want without any accountability to anyone. 
 
I strongly believe that management of the state’s resources needs to be based on scientific and 
biological data.  That data that is used by the FWP staff to develop recommendations that you refer to 
in the plan should be the basis for management direction.  Public input can be considered but it should 
not take priority over good sound judgment and proper management.  And frankly there should never 
be any management direction that is based on “purely political reasons”. 
 
An example of when public input should make a difference was when the Upper Missouri River 
Management Plan was being developed.  It was frustrating when the department did not want to 
document what the committee wanted to recommend.  The department had the right to ignore the 
recommendations but several members on the committee felt like they were just being used to justify 
what the department wanted to begin with.  Yet when it came down to the end and the department 
made a recommendation for one alternative – but at the same time said the “other” alternative would 
likely result in the same effect, then it made sense to give the public the benefit of their input and 
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adopt the “other” publically preferred alternative. 
 
The goals you have in the plan to restore Native populations is maybe an area where public input 
should matter.  I have to wonder how many people are willing to put so much time and resource to kill 
off and eradicate a species just to replace it with a native species – in some cases it might be justified 
and in others maybe it doesn’t make sense or wouldn‘t be preferred. 
 
Management Plan Comments: 
 
In the Introduction to the plan, it states the plan will help guide regulation setting, budget and project 
prioritization, and routine management decision making. 
 
That all sounds good, but I am struggling with how it assists in the budget and project prioritization 
process.  Maybe it is something I just missed, but being that this is a 6 year plan, and it covers all the 
water bodies in the state – how are priorities for management directions in the plan set? 
 
The introduction to the plan also states the plan provides for flexibility to allow for adaptive 
management during implementation.  Yet it is mute, as to who, where, and when changes can be 
made to the management directions outlined in the plan.  I commented on this in more detail in the 
general comment section as a concern. 
 
The goals of the management program include restoring native fish populations, their habitats, life 
cycles, etc. whenever possible.  What does “Whenever possible” really mean?  I can see some people 
taking this to the extreme, that will say you must do these things at the expense of everything else or 
at any cost – dollar wise or to any other resource and that makes me wonder if this couldn’t be 
clarifies. 
 
Frankly, life as it was 200 years ago may not be the best there was.  Maybe other species are more 
suitable today to certain areas and it isn’t worth the time, effort, and money to restore a native 
species.  So maybe instead of saying “whenever possible” – it should be where it is feasible and 
practical considering the cost and benefits. 
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Also I am wondering if again I just missed a section somewhere, but I couldn’t really find anything 
regarding enforcement.  Frankly this is a weak link in the program now as far as I am concerned.  All 
the effort to develop management plans, rules, and regulations aren’t worth much if there isn’t some 
follow through to see that they are being followed.  Prime example this summer was an angler who 
observed some people filleting a number of slot fish at the fish cleaning station at Holter – and told 
them they should expect a visit from a warden – and their response was, “we will just tell him we 
caught them all below the dam and there won’t be a damned thing they can do about it” – so nothing 
ever happened.  There is very limited enforcement of the regs and some regs we have like the No Limit 
below Holter at the very least create the perception by the public that things like the slot limit at Holter 
simply cannot be enforced. 
 
The issues about illegal fish introductions and AIS problems need to be taken seriously.  Why do we 
have a law that says the maximum fine is $1,000 for an illegal fish transplant?  That is a joke.  I 
understand that the law may also provide for restitution for the costs of fixing it, but since in most 
cases there is no fix, it seems like the fines should be significant and provide an incentive to follow the 
law. 
 
I would say the AIS issues are similar.  Some states like Minnesota have doubled the fines this past year 
and were having close to 20% non-compliance – people were just not taking it serious.  When all 
people get is a warning there isn’t much incentive to really care.  It is a serious issue but I don’t think 
trying to be the “nice guy” who just gives every violator a warning is going to make people think twice 
about whether they are in compliance or not.  In fact Minnesota has implemented a law I believe that 
if you are stopped towing a boat with the drain plug still in, you will be fined $100.  Bilge water being 
transported is a concern 
 
Habitat Program Comments: 
 
I do appreciate that in this part of the plan it does describe how priorities and projects are selected i.e. 
the Future Fisheries Program. 
 
Missouri River Dearborn Comments: 
I am opposed to the management directives that currently exist for the Missouri River below Holter 
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Dam to Great Falls. 
 
I would have no problem with the concept of priority being given to manage and maintain the trout 
fishery that exists. 
 
I would also have no problem with temporarily removing harvest limits on walleyes or temporarily 
increasing limits in section of the river in those exceptionally high flushing years when it is documented 
that there is a significant flushing of walleyes that would have an adverse effect. 
 
I frankly do not believe that electro-fishing with 2 boats for 5 nights each and getting 125 walleyes over 
about a 5.6 mile section of river is reason for concern or justification of a No Limit regulation.  Even 
with all of the high flows and significant flushing in 2011 (I think one of the highest flows since about 
1975) they only got 169 walleyes.  And comparing those numbers to the estimated 6, 034 trout per 
mile does not warrant a No Limit or even a 20 fish limit below the dam.  It has hurt the river as well as 
the reservoir because some people are keeping the slot fish from the reservoir but feel they can claim 
they caught them all below the dam. 
 
But to say that this requires a management directive to “maintain high harvest to protect wild trout 
fisheries” or to say it requires “high harvest opportunities above the Central Fishing District standard 
daily and possession limits to protect the wild trout fisheries” is not justified. 
 
The fairly recent decision for a No Limit or 20 fish limit regulation put in place in 2012 was decision by 
the FWP Commission that was contrary to the scientific and biological data available, FWP staff 
recommendations, and the past 30+ years of history of documented flushing of walleyes into this 
system in high water years.  This was a “purely political” decision by the FWP Commission without a 
reasonable justification for it. 
 
Even in this plan it again acknowledges that there has been “NO EVIDENCE GATHERED THAT SUGGESTS 
AND ECOLOGICAL IMPACT TO TROUT IN THIS REACH AT THE POPULATION LEVEL”.  The fact of the 
matter is that there were more trout in this section of the river than has ever been documented before 
-- including the substantial flushing of hatchery fish as a result of the exceptionally high flow in 2011. 
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Marias River Drainage Comments: 
 
Tiber Reservoir – although there apparently was some consideration in the last year or two and an 
attempt for some supplemental stocking because of what appeared to be a decline in the walleye 
numbers in the Willow Creek arm – it appears the plan now says there will be no stocking.  I guess that 
means no matter what happens over the next 6 years?  I do not like something so absolute that would 
preclude stocking being considered if conditions and numbers warranted it.  
 
Lake Francis – says in the plan to “Evaluate contribution of walleye plants on a biannual basis”.  Why 
wouldn’t the plan be to continue the biannual stocking – it has been working fairly well.  I know there 
is some concern about a lack of forage – but I have not seen the fish in this system look like they have a 
lack of forage.  It is one of the very few systems we have statewide where the water levels fluctuate 
each year and provide weed growth for spawning habitat and cover for forage.  One of the things I 
observed over the past few years, is that there is forage that suspends in that system that does not 
show up in the fall sinking gill nets.  I would hope that the plan direction to only “evaluate” stocking is 
not meaning that plans are to quit. 
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Bulen, Chuck Online survey Q22: Big Hole River Drainage 
 
I would like to see non-resident exclusion removed. I am in a tourism business and customers ask me 
why the restriction from floating sections of the Big Hole. I think the Big Hole belongs to all Americans 
no matter what state they are from. Maybe you can tell me how this came about and how to get it 
changed? It could be said restriction is discriminatory and unfair. 
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Bundrock, Dan A. Online survey Q53: General Comments. 
 
Leave the walleye alone . Do not waste recourses trying to control them. Thank you.  
 

 
 
B6-a 

 
 
219 

Bureau of 
Reclamation/ 
David Trimpe 

Online survey Q53: General Comments. 
 
• There is no St. Mary River Drainage Section to the draft management plan.  It is understood that MT 
FWP does not manage the fisheries resources on the Blackfeet Reservation but it would be nice to have 

 
  
 
 

 
 
 
 



Decision Notice for Statewide Fisheries Management Plan 
 

131 
 

something stating that, and possibly directing the public to the Blackfeet’s Fisheries Management Plan. 
Could also include contacts for the Blackfeet Tribe where the public could get further information on 
the fisheries resources.   This will only help the public understand who has jurisdiction over all 
drainages within the state.  
 
• Page 30 : Fishing Contests or Fishing Derbies. Reclamation requires a Special Use Permit (SUP) for all 
fishing tournaments held on Reclamation facilities. SUP requests must be submitted to Reclamation a 
minimum of 60 days prior to the tournament date. Other permits may also be required from the 
facility owners if the fishing derby will be organized, staged or accessing the water body on facility 
properties.  
 
• Shovelnose and Pallid Sturgeon:  Has FWP considered closing the Missouri River and Marias River to 
shovelnose or all sturgeon species or at least making it all catch and release fishing to help protect the 
native pallid sturgeon population? As stated in the fisheries management plan, the Lower Marias River 
is a popular late spring fishery for adult shovelnose sturgeon migrating from the Missouri River to 
spawn. In recent years Reclamation in coordination with FWP and MSU have manipulated flows from 
Tiber reservoir looking for spawning cues for pallid sturgeon with the hope to help the recovery of 
pallid sturgeon in the middle Missouri River. With theses manipulations of flows, there have been an 
abundance of shovelnose sturgeon and a few pallid sturgeon within the area. How is this late spring 
fishing on the Marias River affecting the already small pallid sturgeon population? How are fishermen 
able to identify the differences between the two species? Is FWP checking fisherman on the Marias 
River to make sure they are keeping the right species? Reclamation requests that FWP analyze these 
impacts to the fishery and address them in the management plan. The shovelnose sturgeon has been 
listed as a federally threatened species under the “Similarity of Appearance” provision of the 
Endangered Species Act which only protects these fish from commercial fishing activities. Often times 
well trained biologists that work with sturgeon on a daily basis have trouble identifying the differences 
between pallid and shovelnose sturgeon. If biologists have trouble identifying the two species how will 
fisherman be able to? Your regulations state that “all sturgeon greater than 40 inches must be released 
immediately, but what about the hatchery reared pallid sturgeon that are coming into the population, 
as most of them are well below the 40 inches? The management plan also states that since 
supplemental stocking of hatchery reared pallid sturgeon has take place on the Missouri River, pallid 
sturgeon catches by shovelnose fisherman has increased. These fish may be misidentified by the 
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fisherman or if they are correctly identified and returned to the river are any of this fish dying due to 
hooking mortalities or from stress of being caught? Reclamation suggests these regulations be 
reviewed again, as a lot of federal money, time and effort are going into the recovery of pallid sturgeon 
only to be possibly limited by innocent fisherman angling for shovelnose sturgeon. 
 
• Reclamation understands that the management plan cannot address every species in the fisheries 
management plan, but the plan does not mention non-game species or important prey species that 
may be necessary for the recovery of federally listed species.  Recent studies have found that sticklefin 
and sturgeon chubs may be an important prey species for the federally listed pallid sturgeon. There are 
no direct management plans within the draft state wide fisheries management plan. Reclamation 
suggests FWP address these non-game species or important prey species. It would be good to know 
what the plans are if one of these species becomes listed and how will that be addressed in the 
management plan. If a new species is ever listed as threatened, endangered, or a state species of 
concern how will this be addressed in the management plan?  
 
• Page 183 : Red Rock River Drainage (Clark Canyon Reservoir) o Reclamation requires an SUP for all 
fishing tournaments held on Reclamation facilities. SUP requests must be submitted to Reclamation 60 
days prior to the tournament date to avoid any delays in issuance of the SUP.  
 
• Page 323 : Upper Milk River Drainage : Fishing Tournaments o Section needs clarification, 
Reclamation does not require a 30 public review when issuing an SUP this only pertains to FWP’s 
permitting process. Reclamation does require SUP requests be submitted 60 days prior to the 
tournament date to avoid any delays in issuance of the SUP.  
 
• Page 329 : Middle Milk River Drainage : Fishing Tournaments o Section needs clarification, 
Reclamation does not require a 30 public review when issuing an SUP this only pertains to FWP’s 
permitting process. Reclamation does require SUP requests be submitted 60 days prior to the 
tournament date to avoid any delays in issuance of the SUP.  
 
 
• Page 398 : Bighorn River Drainage : Bighorn River : Gas Saturation o Reclamation would like to work 
with FWP to obtain numbers of brown and rainbow trout affected by GBT (gas bubble trauma) through 
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FWP fish count surveys. Many decisions have been based off of pictures and hear say from guides. 
These pictures and hear say document that GBT occurs, but does not quantify the severity or 
percentage of fish affected based on the overall population. To help with management decisions 
Reclamation would like a hard count or scientific survey of how many in the population is affected by 
FWP. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Canfield, Mark (Ruge) E-Mail  
 
All Concerned: 
        Since you have extended the comment period by a bit, giving me more time to review and re-read 
the areas of your draft Management Plan with which I am directly exposed to and experienced with, I 
want to be sure and add this positive reaction to your West-slope Cutthroat habitat 
establishment/expanded territory proposals which are mentioned within several drainages. 
 
        I have witnessed, in 3 separate drainages, noticeable improvement in the numbers, size and health 
status of West-slope Cutthroat populations over the past 2 years, but nowhere is it more pronounced 
than within the Clark Fork/Flint/Rock Creek Drainage. The general stream habitat of upper Rock Creek 
and the remarkable cutthroat population that is re-establishing there is a terrific example for, I hope, 
any and all streams you seek to improve in this "expanded West-slope habitat" plan.  I really applaud 
your efforts there and wish you continued success. 
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Capital Appliance E-Mail 
 
I was just wondering who did the biological studies below Holter to warrant the no limit on walleye?  
There must be a reason, or is it just political?   Maybe Montana could take a play out of South Dakota’s 
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play book for managing natural resources, i.e.:  walleye.  Their fisheries are excellent.  I am just saying 
it can be done.   
 
I am referring to the central fishing district Canyon Ferry, Hauser and Holter. 
 

Carver, James T. Online survey Q36:  Middle Mike Drainage. 
 
After reviewing the draft plan for the Milk River drainage it appears FWP would rather plant Walleye in 
bodies of water other then Fresno or Nelson Reservoirs. The Ft Peck hatchery was built with the 
understanding it would supply Walleye for the above two bodies of water. I have no problem with 
planting smaller reservoirs but let’s make sure the bigger, more fished reservoirs are planted first, 
Nelson reservoir has been planted with 100,000 fingerlings every year for at least the past 10 years and 
fishing has been excellent. Please put stocking of 100,000 fish in the plan for Nelson and Fresno. 
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Clark Fork Coalition US-Mail 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the development of the state’s first Statewide Fisheries 
Management Plan. The Clark Fork Coalition (CFC), founded in 1985, is a non-profit organization 
dedicated to protecting and restoring the 14 million-acre Clark Fork River watershed. We are 
comprised of 2,700 members who are united behind the belief that clean water is integral to the 
health of our communities. Management of the state’s world-renowned fishery and its associated 
aquatic habitat is of the utmost importance to our members. CFC staff dedicates thousands of hours 
every year to identifying, developing, funding and implementing instream flow and stream habitat 
restoration projects to improve the aquatic habitat, and we rely on the expertise of Montana Fish, 
Wildlife & Parks (MFWP) every step of the way.  
 
At the outset, we’d like to commend MFWP for taking on the task of putting together a comprehensive 
document that describes the current lay of the land for fisheries management on our streams and 
rivers. This document will prove to be a valuable reference tool for the public.  
 
However, we are concerned that the document is primarily a catalogue of existing programs and 
policies of MFWP, rather than a blueprint for future management activities. In general, we think 
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Montana’s first Statewide Fisheries Management planning effort should result in a strategic plan for 
the next six years, with clear goals, objectives and metrics for improving the state’s fishery and its 
habitat. Instead of a general description of the habitat needs, we hope to see what activities MFWP 
intends to undertake over the next six years, where, and for what purpose and how MFWP will 
coordinate its activities with those of other entities.  Specific habitat activities to be conducted or 
supported by MFWP should be identified and distinguished from activities to be conducted by other 
agencies or departments. It would also be helpful to see a budget that includes information for each 
activity within the Fisheries Management Program.   
 
Part I   
 
Overall organization and layout of the document could be revised to better delineate between 
headings and subheadings. A table of contents could also greatly assist the reader in understanding 
organization and finding information.   
 
Fisheries Management Program  
 
Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS). Rather than a description of each type of activity conducted within the 
Fisheries Management Program, we hope MFWP will include how it intends to implement its program 
areas over the next six years and what it plans to achieve.  For example, the document provides a 
description of the state’s AIS program and acknowledges that “continued support of the AIS program is 
essential” and lays out the elements of a multi-facetted approach, including coordination, outreach 
and education, early detection and monitoring, and rapid response. (p. 21.) We agree that a 
comprehensive AIS strategy is essential to preventing the establishment of AIS in our waterways. What 
we’d like to see in a Statewide Fisheries Management Plan is a clear direction, goals, time frame and 
budget for establishing this multi-facetted program.   
 
Monitoring. We are interested in understanding more about MWFP’s monitoring efforts, particularly 
with respect to baseline monitoring and monitoring for fishery response to stream habitat restoration 
projects. We are especially interested in MWFP’s plans over the next six years to work with the Natural 
Resource Damage Program and its contractors on habitat and instream flow restoration projects in the 
Upper Clark Fork basin.  MWFP’s resources and expertise have been and will continue to be incredibly 
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valuable in designing the most ecologically effective projects in the basin.   
 
Direction for Individual Species or Groups of Species. We are interested in seeing specific goals and 
metrics that MFWP will work on over the next six years to improve habitat conditions for individual fish 
species, and especially for westslope cutthroat trout and bulltrout. We understand that a 2007 MOU 
exists regarding the conservation of westslope cutthroat trout, but we would like a Statewide Fisheries 
Management Plan to lay out the specific prioritized activities that MWFP has identified with regard to 
improving habitat conditions. 
 
Fisheries Habitat Program 
 
-The Plan lays out three broad goals followed by a discussion of the current operations that are being 
implemented to reach those goals. Again, the Plan lacks detail on what exactly MFWP plans to do over 
the next six years to meet these goals. We are interested in seeing specific plans and metrics for each 
of the activities under this Program and have specific comments on the following: 
 
Instream Flow Protection. While the Plan acknowledges the importance of instream flow protection 
program and provides a broad list of types of activities that could be used to protect instream flow (pp. 
51-52), it is not informative on what, where, when and how MFWP intends to engage on instream flow 
protection and restoration over the next six years.  (Fish Habitat section) For example, the Plan could 
include metrics, such as: MFWP intends to restore x cubic feet per second to x dewatered tributaries in 
x basin. We would also like to see more information regarding MFWP’s plans to establish or refine 
fishery flow targets on priority tributaries, especially in the Upper Clark Fork basin where such data will 
be critical to informing the significant instream flow restoration efforts that will begin in the next year 
through the Natural Resource Damage Program. Finally, the Plan discusses the need for education of 
the public and of MFWP staff on flow restoration strategies. We agree that there is an information gap 
and would look forward to hearing about how MFWP intends to meet this need and perhaps provide 
our assistance if appropriate.   
  
-Fisheries Mitigation Program. As discussed above, we suggest including more detail on specific 
activities MFWP intends to undertake during the planning timeframe. For example, the state’s Natural 
Resource Damage Program is close to finalizing a Restoration Plan for the Upper Clark Fork basin that 
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will allocate over $40 million to aquatic restoration in the basin. In addition, the Plan does not mention 
fisheries mitigation dollars provided for instream flow restoration in the Columbia Basin by the 
Columbia Basin Water Transactions Program (CBWTP), which has contributed hundreds of thousands 
of dollars over the past ten years to restoring stream flow in tributaries across the Columbia Basin 
portion of Montana. 
We are interested in seeing a Plan goal that directs MFWP to engage more intentionally with the 
CBWTP for the purpose of leveraging additional resources for fishery mitigation through instream flow 
restoration dollars.  
    
The Plan also references the Federal Reserved Water Rights Compact between the state, the 
Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes and the United States that is in the final stages of negotiation. 
While the Compact will still need to be passed by the state legislature and by Congress, it would be 
helpful to understand what activities MFWP will undertake pursuant to the Compact. The off-
reservation water rights package will likely result in significant resources from MFWP for activities 
including engaging stakeholders in the Upper Clark Fork basin on drought planning to meet a flow 
target on the Clark Fork River at Turah, and working out the details of co-management of many 
instream water rights currently held exclusively by MFWP. We understand that it is difficult for MFWP 
to lay out its goals and strategies prior to the Compact being finally approved, but the Plan should at 
least include  information   
 
Part II.  
 
 We understand that the purpose of Part II of the Plan is to provide specific species management 
direction for each of the drainages across the state. We believe that in this section it is even more 
important that in Part I to include very specific goals, objectives and metrics.  For example the Fisheries 
Management Direction for Upper Clark Fork River Drainage (pp. 5-8) includes some general habitat 
needs and activities, such as “secure instream flow and enhance habitat to support ecosystem function 
and production of trout and whitefish” and “manage connectivity to favor native trout.”  Where should 
instream flow be secured? How? And How much flow should MFWP looking to secure?  
   
In the Upper Clark Fork basin in particular, MFWP has undertaken a great deal of work developing 
tributary assessments and prioritization plans for the Natural Resource Damage Program. The Final 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C4-h 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C4-i 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1440 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
90 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Decision Notice for Statewide Fisheries Management Plan 
 

138 
 

Upper Clark Fork River Basin Interim Restoration Process Plan (2012) lists flow augmentation as the 
highest recommended activity in 18 of 31 priority areas in the basin. The habitat needs and activities 
listed in this section are mostly very general. As with the rest of the Plan, we would like to see more 
detail.  
    
The Plan acknowledges that “dewatering of tributaries remains one of the most serious issues for the 
fishery in the Bitterroot River.” (Bitterroot River Drainage p. 3) Yet the Plan provides only very general 
activities to address habitat needs in the basin. We would appreciate seeing MFWP taking a close look 
at the status of the tributaries in the Bitterroot and providing a specific action plan for the next six 
years to address specific habitat needs and challenges in the basin.  
 
In conclusion, we believe this draft Plan is an excellent starting point to move to the next level for 
putting together clear goals, objectives and metrics for MFWP to undertake during the six year 
planning cycle. We hope that more time and resources can be devoted to this task and the result will 
be a Plan that we can work together to implement over the next several years.  
 
Thank you for considering these comments. 
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Cole, Ray Online survey Q28. Missouri River Dearborn Drainage 
 
As it specifically relates to walleye management in the Dearborn Drainage of the Missouri River, the 
use of “suppression” or “special regulations” to “protect wild trout fisheries” is blatantly delusive. It 
clearly demonstrates your unwillingness to manage the people’s resources in a responsible manner 
and causes many, myself included, to question the integrity of the very process that is supposed to 
benefit all Montanans. From page 3 of your plan, “The increase in walleye production in Canyon Ferry 
Reservoir since1994 appears to have resulted in an increase in walleye in the Missouri River below 
Holter Dam. However, no evidence has been gathered which suggests an ecological impact to trout in 
this reach at the population level. Many factors are present that could negatively affect trout 
populations, including increased densities of walleye, increase in angler use, prolonged drought 
conditions, and whirling disease infections. However, despite these factors in play for much of the past 
18 years, trout populations appear resilient and show no evidence of decline.”  
 
Do you really expect any rational person to believe the following given the above quote?  
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1. In the nearly 6 miles of river between Holter and Craig that the 169 walleye recorded in 2011 could 
decimate the 30,000+ trout in the same stretch of water.  
2. That the use of a liberal harvest is needed even though walleye have existed in that stretch of river 
for decades and haven’t had an adverse effect on trout populations.  
3. That walleye are a significant risk to trout, on par or greater than the risk presented by the trout 
fishermen themselves, from their harvest and damaging catch and release practices.   
 
I don’t, and this plan proves you’re wrong. But why stop there? Also from page 3; “The FWP 
Commission established a “no limit for walleye” harvest regulation on the section of the Missouri River 
from Holter Dam to Cascade in 2012 as an effort to protect the rainbow and brown trout fishery. Let 
me get this straight. You need to protect twice as many trout as that stretch of river can sustain? 
Really? When the quantity and/or quality of the trout diminishes due to increased fishing pressure or a 
lack of forage, will you continue to blame it on the walleye that you previously annihilated or admit 
your neglect in regulating the fishery in an appropriate and accepted manner? One more quote from 
page 3; “Trout numbers drop markedly below Ulm where burbot and walleye become more prevalent 
in the fishery. However, trout still remain the dominant game fish.“ Misleading doesn’t come close to 
describing this one. It’s simple science. Scientifically, trout are a cold-water species. Simplistically, the 
water exiting the bottom of Holter is “just right” year-round; hence, thousands more trout in the upper 
stretch of the river. Given the above, what plausible reason would the Commission have to establish a 
“no limit” without any science to back it up? Easy. I can only assume that they pandered to a special 
interest group bent on owning that stretch of river. Conceivably, when the 169 walleye are gone, so 
are the boats along with the added fishing pressure. It’s everyone’s river; selfishness and greed 
shouldn’t be factors that the Commission uses to manage anything. Let me be clear. Enacting daily and 
possession limits in excess of the district possession limits negates your ability to effectively enforce a 
critical management tool instrumental in protecting the surrounding fisheries, both within that district 
and the state as a whole. In this case, daily and possession limits for walleye within the Missouri River 
from Holter to Great Falls must be restored to district limits immediately. Anything less is irresponsible 
and unacceptable. 
 
Tiber Reservoir -- continue stocking    Lake Francis -- continue stocking  
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I support your efforts to secure an access site on the Yellowstone below Columbus and above Park City. 
Think that would allow floaters to spread out and take some pressure off the Yellowstone above 
Columbus which has really increased these past 5 years.    Would like FWP to consider Yellowstone 
Cuttthroat restoration in the Stillwater drainage?  How about the East Rosebud? Would like to protect 
that drainage from power generation development. 
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Faulkner, Robert F. Online survey Q4: Fisheries Management Program 
 
This may not be the appropriate heading under which to enter my comment. However, I would 
appreciate consideration for my opinion.    I am curious as to why it has been illegal to use live fish as 
bait while fishing in the Flathead River. It seems to me that a fish caught in the river and then used as 
bait does no harm. I would even allow that certain game fish, although legally taken, should not be 
used as bait. However, using fish such as peamouth and pike minnows caught in the river to lure pike 
and lake trout seem to be a useful tool. If there is some scientific reason for this prohibition, I will 
withdraw my comment. I cannot find this scientific documentation.  
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Flathead Wildlife Inc/ 
Bill Matthews 
 

US-Mail 
 
Here are the comments from Flathead Wildlife, Inc.  We are the largest and oldest sportsmen club in 
Northwest Montana.  Almost all of our members are anglers and are keenly interested in fisheries 
management. 
    
First, we want to congratulate you on assembling the first statewide fish management plan.  It is long 
overdue.  We also like the two main fish management goals of protecting and enhancing native fish 
populations and their habitats; and providing a diversity of quality angling opportunities.  Both are 
worthy state management goals. 
    
Yet, even after the plan speaks to providing a diversity of angling opportunities, it seems this plan, 
especially in Northwest Montana, is a plan that will significantly reduce angling opportunities for non-
native fish in favor or native fish. 
 
In Montana, the most popular fish species are rainbow trout, brook trout, perch, kokanee, northern 
pike, walleye and bass.  The plan intends to suppress these species whenever there is a conflict 
between native fish and these non-native fish.  With this as a statewide management emphasis, it 
seems angling opportunities will decline, perhaps severely. 
  
Page 39 of the plan says this about northern pike, “Because of its popularity as a sport fish and as a 
food fish, the northern pike has been introduced in many waters outside of its native range…”  
Northerns are indeed a popular fish species in Montana.  Yet your planned management is, “Within 
trout waters (both east and west of the continental divide) the management goal is suppression.”  IN 
Northwest Montana, virtually all of our lakes and streams are trout waters, so it seems this plan is 
intent on killing off this popular fish in Northwest Montana. 
    
On page 111, Flathead River drainage, the plan says, “Investigate the removal of rainbow-cutthroat 
hybrids and rainbow trout to reduce future hybridization.”  Again, the plan intends to suppress a 
quality Flathead River rainbow fishery, a non-native fish, in favor of native fish species. 
 
Another example of suppressing a non-native fishery is Horseshoe Lake by Ferndale, Look Lake, which 
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almost touches Horseshoe Lake, is planned for bass, rainbow and perch management.  We like that.  
But because perch got into the adjacent Horseshoe Lake without your approval, fish management 
action for Horseshoe Lake is to prohibit perch harvest and suppress their population.  Again, the plan 
discriminates against angling opportunities.  Our review of the plan did not find any place where 
angling opportunities take priority over native fish management. 
 
One change we would like to see in the final plan is that if a popular angling opportunity for a non-
native fishery will be impacted by native fish management, then the non-native fish being suppressed 
musty be enhanced elsewhere.  This will constitute a fair and balanced plan between native fish 
management and angling opportunities.  
 
Angling is a 350 million dollar per year industry in Montana.  Your plan affects 200,000 or more 
resident and non-resident anglers.  Your planned suppression of non-native fish will kill millions of fish 
and upset current eco-systems. 
 
The plan, if implemented as currently written, could have a major impact on the human environment, 
the natural environmental and the economic environment of Montana. 
    
Your plan, while well intended, falls far short of what is required by the Montana Environmental Policy 
Act.  This act requires the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement for major state actions.  
This plan that will directly affect over 200,000 anglers and a 350 million dollar sport fishing industry is 
certainly a major state action. 
 
An EIS process requires public scoping and development of a draft plan with alternatives and economic 
estimates of each alternative.  Then another round of public involvement is centered around the draft 
plan.  After that round of public involvement, a final plan is developed. 
 
The current draft plan reads like a final plan.  Where was the public scoping?  Where are the 
alternatives?  Where is the economic analysis as required by MEPA?  What will killing the rainbow trout 
in the Flathead River cost and how will it impact our angling economy?  
 
Your public meeting held around the state to discuss this plan has had a few as three members of the 
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public show-up.  This indicates a failure of adequate public notice.  Two years ago, Flathead Wildlife 
hosted a public meeting about the proposal to gill net lake trout in Flathead Lake.  We had 300 people 
at that meeting! 
  
Your public meeting held around the state to discuss this plan has had a few as three members of the 
public show-up.  This indicates a failure of adequate public notice.  Two years ago, Flathead Wildlife 
hosted a public meeting about the proposal to gill net lake trout in Flathead Lake.  We had 300 people 
at that meeting! 
 
To be very honest, we doubt that FW&P wants serious public debate about this fish management plan.  
Yet this plan sets the framework for statewide fish management for the future, so it is critical to 
Montana’s fish, angling and our economy. 
 
As an afterthought to developing the draft statewide management, you finally realized you were in 
non-compliance with MEPA.  So it appears you hastily prepared a brief EA in an attempt to show MEPA 
compliance.  The EA state three alternatives.  One alternative is what you view as a balanced 
alternative, the current draft 448 page statewide fishery management plan.  Another alternative 
emphasizes native fish management and the third alternative emphasizes angling opportunities. 
 
You have presented a 448 page fish management plan for the preferred alternative, including a 
breakdown of planed management activities for hundreds of lakes and streams.  Yet there is no similar 
presentation of planned management activities for these lakes and streams in the other two 
alternatives. 
 
Under all three alternatives, there is no economic analysis.  Where are the economic costs and benefits 
analysis that a MEPA document requires?  MEPA requires scoping.  There was no public scoping in the 
current planning effort.  It seems FW&P personnel decided what is best for the public. 
  
Fish belong to the people of Montana, not to FW&P.  You are the public trustees for the managing the 
public’s fish resources in accordance with the desires of Montana citizens and existing laws.  This 
proposed plan short-changes MEPA’s requirement for public involvement in agency decision making.  
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Fish belong to the people of Montana, not to FW&P.  You are the public trustees for the managing the 
public’s fish resources in accordance with the desires of Montana citizens and existing laws.  This 
proposed plan short-changes MEPA’s requirement for public involvement in agency decision making. 
 
Fish management should be developed with the input of citizens and anglers, not top down 
management form Helena.  Our club motto is, “Protecting and Enhancing Our Hunting and Fishing 
Heritage”.  It appears this plan could significantly reduce angling opportunities. 
 
We have many other questions and comments, but they need to be presented in a round of public 
scoping as required by MEPA. 
 
Therefore, we request you re-start the state fish planning process by complying with MEPA and begin a 
public scoping process and preparation of a draft EIS with viable alternatives and economic analysis. 
 

Giddings, Ted Online survey Q13: Clark Fork Flint-Rock Drainage 
 
FWP Region 2  Statewide Fisheries Management Plan Comments    In my opinion the section of the 
Creek that is most threatened is from the Bohrnsen (Gillies) Bridge to Wyman Creek.  Much of the 
stream in this area is narrow, runs through private land and is better classified as a creek rather than a 
river. There are at least three critical areas of concern along this section of the Creek that need 
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attention if we hope to arrest any further decline in the quality and enjoyment of the fishery and to 
preserve its economic value.      
 
First, during the month of June with the onset of the salmon fly hatch, the float traffic and the 
associated road traffic have become so intense that it is not uncommon to see 40-50 raft/drift boats 
launched between the Bohrnsen (Gillies) Bridge and the Williams Gulch Bridge on each Friday, 
Saturday and Sunday and two-thirds that number during the remaining days of the week. Each year the 
fishing pressure has increased almost exponentially on this section of the Creek.  Given the small and 
narrow size of the Creek this kind of float-fishing pressure has eliminated any water where fish can 
feed and rest without being continually bombarded by whatever is on the end of a fishing line or 
spinning rod.  Additionally, wade fishermen are constantly having the water they are trying to fish 
disturbed by the endless stream of floaters. I am not against float fishing and do it myself.  I just think 
that it has become so intense on the Bohrnsen Bridge-Wyman Creek section of the Creek that 
additional restrictions are needed.     
 
Second, the fish are increasingly subjected to year-round pressure on the upper section of the Creek 
when the water level is at its lowest and the fish are bunched up in the deeper holes and easy prey. 
Many years ago the Creek was closed from the end of November until about the third week in May.  
This gave the fish some time without constant fishing pressure and the Creek was in better shape. 
During the past ten-to-fifteen years, I have watched the size of the fish decrease and the slow demise 
of the Western Cutthroat as the Browns have migrated upstream.  Even the number and size of the 
Whitefish have declined. Ten years ago you found mostly Cutthroats and Rainbows above the Williams 
Gulch Bridge; now it is mostly Browns.    
 
Third, the taking of Cutthroat from any of the branches or tributaries of Rock Creek should be 
prohibited. The fact that there are no restrictions on taking Cutthroat from the spawning tributaries 
and the three forks of Rock Creek may contribute to the reduced number and size of Cutthroat in the 
main stream.   
 
The following are some recommendations to halt and hopefully reverse the current decline of the 
Creek:   
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(1) Restrict commercial floating Wednesday, Saturday and Sunday on the narrow ten miles of the Creek 
between the Bohrnsen Bridge and Hogback Creek from the third week in May until July 1.  This would 
reduce the float/fishing pressure and vehicle traffic hazard on this section of the Creek on weekend 
peak days. This is similar to current restrictions on some sections of the Big Hole River.  From Hogback 
Creek, where there is a launch site, downstream would remain open for float fishing until July 1 as it is 
now providing a lengthy section of the Creek for commercial floating seven days a week.   
 (2) Make all tributaries of the main stem of Rock Creek catch-and-release for Cutthroat as presently 
required on the Big Blackfoot and most other “blue ribbon” streams. (Clark Fork, Flint-Rock Drainage)  
  
(3) Close Rock Creek to all fishing from the end of November until the third Saturday in May. There are 
plenty of places to fish during the winter and spring months. Such a closure would have little real 
impact on fishing opportunities in the area during this time of year. However, it would give the fish a 
much needed protection when the water level is very low and fish are stacked up in pools. These 
observations and suggestions are not mine alone.  They reflect the thoughts, observations, suggestions 
and desires of many of the full-time and part-time residents of the upper section of Rock Creek.  Some 
of these people have lived along and/or fished this section of the Creek dating back to the 1940s. 
Despite the good work of fish biology science, there are still unknowns and the empirical evidence of 
the Creek’s decline is increasing. The above recommendations are quite modest and I believe 
implementing timely action is required if the recreational and economic values of Upper Rock Creek 
are to be preserved.  Thank you for your consideration and past efforts. 
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Gilbert, Bob Online survey Q53: General Comments. 
 
My comments echo those I made at the last Anglers Forum meeting in Helena. I feel a statewide 
management plan for fish is a laudable endeavor. However, that said, the idea needs to be put out to 
the public over a much longer period of time than the current proposal has been. Reading a document 
consisting of nearly a ream of copy paper does not mean you even start to comprehend the proposal. 
Reading it several times does not achieve that goal either. This idea should be discussed across the 
state, not just at meetings with 10 or so people attending. It should be done at organized meetings of 
angler groups and with input from those folks, the average fisher person, not the executives of the 
groups only. A time frame of two years is not out of question. There will be less mistakes and much 
more understanding of the goal. Perhaps ever approval, not disappointment. I still have heart burn 
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with including the triploid walleyes program as a component of the plan. Clearly, it is not achieving the 
intent of the promoters of the program. As long as fertile walleye come down the river, in Wyoming, 
from Boysen Dam, the whole program is futile. I don't want to see a "management plan" used like the 
last 10 year plan at Canyon Ferry where some FWP folks treated it like the bible. I fear this may occur. I 
urge the FWP staff and the FWP Commission to do it right and do it once. Take the needed time and 
get the needed input from those who will be impacted the most, the public.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration.  
Bob Gilbert Executive Director Walleyes Unlimited of Montana 
 

 
 
G2-c 

 
 
212 

Gilbert, Dale Online survey Q4: Fisheries Management Program. 
 
In the Introduction to the plan, it states the plan will help guide regulation setting, budget and project 
prioritization, and routine management decision making.   That all sounds good, but I am struggling 
with how it assists in the budget and project prioritization process.  Maybe it is something I just missed, 
but being that this is a 6 year plan, and it covers all the water bodies in the state -- how are priorities 
for management directions in the plan set?    The Introduction to the plan also states the plan provides 
for flexibility to allow for adaptive management during implementation.  Yet it is mute, as to how, 
where, and when changes can be made to the management directions outlined in the plan.  I 
commented on this in more detail in the general comment section as a concern.   
 
The goals of the management program include restoring native fish populations, their habitats, life 
cycles, etc. whenever possible.  What does "whenever possible" really mean?   I can see some people 
taking this to the extreme, that will say you must do these things at the expense of everything else or 
at any cost -- dollar wise or to any other resource and that makes me wonder if this couldn't be 
clarified.    
 
Frankly, life as it was 200 years ago may not be the best there was.  Maybe other species are more 
suitable today to certain areas and it isn't worth the time, effort, and money to restore a native 
species.  So maybe instead of saying "whenever possible" -- it should be where it is feasible and 
practical considering the cost and benefits.  Also, I am wondering if again I just missed a section 
somewhere, but I couldn't really find anything regarding enforcement?  Frankly this is a weak link in 
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the program now as far as I am concerned.   
 
All the effort to develop management plans, rules, and regulations aren't worth much if there isn't 
some follow through to see that they are being followed.  Prime example this summer was an angler 
who observed some people filleting a number of slot fish at the fish cleaning station at Holter -- and 
told them they should expect a visit from a warden -- and their response was,  "we will just tell him we 
caught them all below the dam and there won't be a damned thing they can do about it"  --  so nothing 
ever happened.  There is very limited enforcement of the regs and some regs we have like the No Limit 
below Holter at the very least create the perception by the public that things like the slot limit at Holter 
simply cannot be enforced.    
 
The issues about illegal fish introductions and AIS problems need to be taken seriously. Why do we 
have a law that says the maximum fine is $1000 for an illegal fish transplant? That is a joke. I 
understand that the law may also provide for restitution for the costs of fixing it, but since in most 
cases there is no fix, it seems like the fines should be significant and provide an incentive to follow the 
law.  I would say the AIS issues are similar. Some states like Minnesota have doubled the fines this past 
year and were having close to a 20% non-compliance -- people were just not taking it serious. When all 
people get is a warning, there isn't much incentive to really care.  
 
It is a serious issue but I don't think trying to be the "nice guy" who just gives every violator a warning 
is going to make people think twice about whether they are in compliance or not. In fact Minnesota 
has implemented a law I believe that if you are stopped towing a boat with the drain plug still in, you 
will be fined $100. Bilge water being transported is a concern.  
 
 
Online survey Q5: Habitat Program. 
 
I do appreciate that in this part of the plan it does describe how priorities and projects are selected i.e. 
the Future Fisheries Program. 
 
Online survey Q28: Missouri River Dearborn Drainage. 
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I am opposed to the management directives that currently exist for the Missouri River below Holter 
Dam to Great Falls.  I would have no problem with the concept of priority being given to manage and 
maintain the trout fishery that exists.  I would also have no problem with temporarily removing harvest 
limits on walleyes or temporarily increasing limits in a section of the river in those exceptionally high 
flushing years when it is documented that there is a significant flushing of walleyes that would have an 
adverse effect.    
 
I frankly do not believe that electro-fishing with 2 boats for 5 nights each and getting 125 walleyes over 
about a 5.6 mile section of river is reason for concern of justification for a NO Limit regulation.  Even 
with all of the high flows and significant flushing in 2011 ( I think one of the highest flows since about 
1975) they only got 169 walleyes.  And comparing those numbers to the estimated 6034 trout per mile 
does not warrant the No Limit or even a 20 fish limit below the dam.  
 
It has hurt the river as well as the reservoir because some people are keeping the slot fish from the 
reservoir but feel they can claim they caught them all below the dam.  But to say that this requires a 
management directive to  "maintain high harvest to protect wild trout fisheries" or to say it requires 
"high harvest opportunities above the Central Fishing District standard daily and possession limits to 
protect the wild trout fisheries." is not justified.  The fairly recent decision for a NO Limit or 20 fish limit 
regulation put in place in 2012 was a decision by the FWP Commission that was contrary to the 
scientific and biological data available, FWP staff recommendations, and the past 30+ years of history 
of documented flushing of walleyes into this system in high water years.  This was a "purely political" 
decision by the FWP Commission without any reasonable justification for it.  Even in this plan it again 
acknowledges that there has been "NO EVIDENCE GATHERED THAT SUGGESTS AND ECOLOGICAL 
IMPACT TO TROUT IN THIS REACH AT THE POPULATION LEVEL".   The fact of the matter is that there 
were more trout in this section of the river than has ever been documented before -- including the 
substantial flushing of hatchery fish as a result of the exceptionally high flow in 2011. 
 
Online survey Q34: Marias River Drainage. 
 
Tiber Reservoir -- although there apparently was some consideration in the last year or two and an 
attempt for some supplemental stocking because of what appeared to be a decline  in the walleye 
numbers in the Willow Creek arm -- it appears the plan now says there will be no stocking.  I guess that 
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means no matter what happens over the next 6 years?  I do not like something so absolute that would 
preclude stocking being considered if conditions and numbers warranted it.     
 
Lake Francis -- says in the plan to "Evaluate contribution of walleye plants on a biannual basis".  Why 
wouldn't the plan be to continue the biannual stocking -- it has been working fairly well.  I know there 
is some concern about a lack of forage -- but I have not seen the fish in this system look like they have 
a lack of forage.  It is one of the very few systems we have statewide where the water levels fluctuate 
each year and provide weed growth for spawning habitat and cover for forage.  One of the things I 
observed over the past few years, is that there is forage that suspends in that system that does not 
show up in the fall sinking gill nets.  I would hope that the plan direction to only "evaluate" stocking is 
not meaning that the plans are to quit. 
 
Online survey Q53: General Comments. 
 
I decided to comment in general -- first even though it doesn't seem the survey is set up this way.  
 
I commend the department and staff for the efforts in putting together a statewide plan, I think the 
general principal and concept is a good idea.   
 
However, I am concerned with the fact that it appears you are creating a plan that you will put in place 
and follow for the next 6 years.  And even though you state in the introduction that the plan provides 
for enough flexibility to allow for adaptive management during implementation -- there is no mention 
of how, where, or when any changes to the plan can be made.     
 
You have given the public the opportunity to comment as apparently required by law, but frankly I 
really wonder what input the public can have.  In the past when management plans were developed on 
specific bodies of water, alternative management directions where offered for the public to comment 
on.  The only alternatives I see here are only in the Environmental Assessment.  I understand your 
effort wasn't to create anything new, you are just documenting things as you see they currently exist -- 
so then I have to wonder what public input are you honestly looking for.    
 
If you are expecting to have the public comment on the specific management directions on a body of 
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water of specific interest or concern to anglers in a region, then I really think the plan and the 
management directions need to be put out and evaluated on a regional basis.  As I see it today, I would 
not expect to see you receive much, if any, public input on any part of the plan because it is so huge 
and pretty intimidating.       
 
It concerns me that what I have observed over the past couple of years has been that fewer and fewer 
people are willing to take the time to provide input.  Going to a public meeting which the public 
believes is so that they can provide input to simply be told that they need to submit it on line, via 
email, or through a memo does not set well with a lot of people.  Many of them will express their 
opinion in a meeting, but never go home and write a letter, or submit written comment on line.       
 
On one hand this is such a huge volume of data, I find it hard to think that giving people only until 
October 12 to comment is adequate, especially considering that the during the fall of the year fisheries 
management is a pretty low priority for many of the people of the state.  Many are now out and 
focusing on hunting and have put away their fishing gear for the year.  Yet I would doubt that even 
with an extension of time will you receive much other input -- partially because I don't think people 
really know what it would matter.     
 
For example, I am clueless.  I don't like the management direction that is in the plan for walleyes below 
Holter Dam.  From watching what happened when the No Limit on walleye regulation was 
implemented by members of the FWP Commission, contrary to the scientific and biological data and 
FWP staff recommendations -- this management direction is not acceptable.  Yet I don't have any idea 
if this is the type of input that is appropriate regarding the development of a statewide plan?     
 
And that is also why I have concerns about the effect of adopting a statewide plan that goes for the 
next 6 years that doesn't provide any clue how anything will be allowed to be changed.  (And I read the 
section about regulation changes) which is useless as far as I am concerned when we have FWP 
Commission members who are openly willing to do whatever they please with no justification 
whatsoever -- stating publically that their decision was for "purely political reasons".    
 
Maybe a statewide management plan that outlines the "Management Program" isn't the place to 
address the weakness in the system and process that exists where the FWP Commissions as a quasi-
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judicial committee by law can do whatever they want without any accountability to anyone.     
 
I strongly believe that management of the states resources needs to be based on scientific and 
biological data.  That data should then be used by the FWP staff to develop recommendations that you 
refer to in the plan and it should be the basis for management direction.  Public input can be 
considered but it should not take priority over good sound judgment and proper management.  And 
frankly there should never be any management direction that is based on "purely political reasons".    
 
An example of when public input should make a difference was when the Upper Missouri River 
Management Plan was being developed.  It was frustrating when the department did not want to 
document what the committee wanted to recommend.  The department had the right to ignore the 
recommendations but several members on the committee felt like they were just being used to justify 
what the department wanted to begin with.  Yet when it came down to the end and the department 
made a recommendation for one alternative -- but at the same time said the "other" alternative would 
likely result  in the same effect, then it made sense to give the public the benefit of their input and 
adopt the "other" publically preferred alternative.       
 
The goals you have in the plan to restore Native populations is maybe an area where public input  
should matter.  I have to wonder how many people are willing to put so much time and resource to kill 
off and eradicate a species just to replace it with a native species -- in some cases it might be justified 
and in others maybe it doesn't make sense or wouldn't be preferred. 
 
E-Mail 10/26/12 
 
Although the data today is unofficial, I understand that the fall electro fishing results below Holter 
showed a whole whopping 67 walleyes were handled this year and that the trout estimate per mile is 
now 7312.  Now if I do my math right that equates to something like over 40,000 trout in that section 
of the river and a very small, insignificant number of walleyes.  Actually I understood that they actually 
handled 6922 rainbow trout in the 5.6 mile (Craig) section this fall. 
 
I added an additional comment to the Statewide Management plan today because of the additional 
heartburn over the statement that the walleyes become more prevalent below Ulm when there has 
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never been anything ever put out or documentation to support that statement.  In fact, the data the 
FWP department has would show the opposite.  Again this is just another thing that simply continues 
to frustrate a lot of people with what appears to be a bias and a strong anti-walleye sentiment 
by someone in the department.  The public is being mislead and misinformed again -- is this being done 
intentionally?   
 
Maybe those types of comments are written by someone trying to rationalize, support or justify what 
the FWP Commission did when they implemented the NO Limit and 20 fish limits below Holter.  I really 
don't know.  All I know is that it is wrong.  If it is being done intentionally, maybe some personnel 
action would be warranted, because it is not OK! 
 
I also heard recently that at the public hearing in Helena that the TU representative made a comment:  
"this management plan is a good tool for us to rid the Missouri River of walleye!" 
Comments like this and comments in the plan that appear to be done in support of this without regard 
to any scientific or biological data to support the need for the continued abusive limits makes it 
impossible for me to want to support or endorse the plan in any way, shape, or form. 
 
Frankly, I don't have any idea of how many trout that section of the river can support, but sooner or 
later if they eat themselves out of house and home or develop some type of disease, I have no doubt 
that the TU enthusiasts and the Department will blame it all on the walleye based on what we continue 
to see coming out of the department and TU like this. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Greenside, Robert Online survey Q4: Fish Management Program 
 
I would like to comment on fish management in Thompson Falls reservoir (I live on the reservoir).  With 
the completion of the fish ladder on the dam at Thompson Falls, for the migration of bull trout in the 
Clark Fork river, I find it concerning that we do not have a closure at the mouth of the Thompson Falls 
river of at least 500 ft for non-use of bait. I have witnessed people catching cutthroat and bull trout at 
the mouth of the Thompson, where they stage for migration up the river. This is implemented at 
various confluences of the Clark Fork i.e.. St. Regis river and Trout Creek, to name a couple. With the 
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money being spent, I think this would be an easy fix to help the cutthroat and bull trout in their 
survival.      
Thank you,    
Bob Greenside 
 

Griffin, Paul Comments:  Draft Statewide Fisheries Management Plan 
 
I support this approach to organize the species and water body management plans into a 
comprehensive plan for all waters and fish.   
 
From page 31 of plan 
A primary goal of FWP’s fisheries program is to protect, maintain, and restore native fish 
populations, life histories, and genetic diversity, and continue to provide angling opportunities 
for native species whenever possible. This goal is backed by FWP policy and state law, which 
requires FWP to implement programs that manage sensitive native species.  
 
Protecting entrenched economic interests is not a valid consideration for setting fisheries 
management goals and those interests should not be considered.  
 
Native species management should be emphasized even more in the future due to continuing threats 
from exotic species, illegal bucket biology planting, and deteriorating water quality.  Attempt to 
identify more large streams where native reintroduction or emphasis may be feasible. Think Big. 
Perhaps there is a dam or waterfall that combined with removal methods could enhance natives and at 
least minimize nonnative species.  Continue to construct barriers on smaller streams. 
 
Suggestions - Protecting Fish/Fisheries - both native and non native situations 
 
Education 
 
Water Quality.   
Provide the public with sources of water quality information such as the 303 (d) TMDL list and explain 
the difference between point and non-point source water pollution.  
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Reference a list of chronically dewatered streams.  In a general sense, provide the percent of diverted 
water that is used by municipalities and agriculture ( it’s about 95 percent irrigation, 5 percent 
municipal) and what each pays for water.  Mile after mile of hay and alfalfa fields along our river 
bottoms is not "bucolic beautiful". It is our streams being bled to death.   Even if FWP is accused of bias 
against agriculture, point out that these numbers are "just the facts".  If a larger stream/lake is not as 
productive as possible, particularly for native species, list simple reasons such as; too warm, 
dewatered, exotic species. Too polluted. 
 
Provide the USGS web address for stream flow data. 
 
Improve/increase species identification charts/signs. Provide side by side comparisons for lake trout - 
bull trout; brook trout - bull trout; cutthroat trout - rainbow trout.   
 
Lead Fishing Tackle 
Encourage more stores to promote non lead tackle by listing them on the FWP web site and in the 
regulations.  List or provide links to non lead jig sources - small  jig and sinker suppliers are easy to find 
but bigger non lead jigs (1 oz. plus) and sinkers are difficult to find.  
 
Bait Fishing  
Encourage using small jigs rather than plain hooks.  The swallowing rate drops dramatically so releasing 
fish is possible and the colored jig may attract fish.   
 
Hooks 
Encourage using single hooks (trebles still okay) on lures to facilitate releasing fish.  Unhooking fish 
whether or not you plan to release them is easier if one hook of a treble hook is cut off.  On the two 
remaining hooks, one can be used as a "handle" to remove the other embedded hook.  
 
Catch and Release 
Release fish if the day is hot.  Fish don't keep well and don't taste great after aluminum foil 
entombment in a freezer. Limit photography of fish if you plan to release them.  
 
Rocky Mountain White Fish 
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Point out that they are game fish and don't compete with trout.  They are too often abused in catch 
and release situations.  Create patches, bumper stickers and caps for a fictitious organization - 
Whitefish Unlimited. 
 
Regulations 
 
Current regulations are pretty good.  Point out that if an angler keeps only a few small fish to eat, the 
regulations are simple to follow. 
 
Changes  
Raise limits on non native species in water bodies where the non natives are not well established but 
could increase or migrate to other streams/lakes.  Emphasize live fish in possession is not allowed - 
Period.  If you keep it you kill it immediately. Prohibit catch and release for illegally stocked fish.  
Emphasize catch and kill for illegally stocked fish. 
 
Boating/Floating 
Require all floating craft including inner tubes to have a permit - visible sticker attached to the device. 
All types of vessels should be required to have a permit. Non-motorized craft are not contributing to 
maintenance or purchase of fishing access sites.  Example: Social problems on the lower Madison are a 
financial drain on FWP and local law enforcement. 
 
Make more waters, especially small lakes, open only to non-motorized craft.  Beaverhead Deerlodge 
National Forest designated several road-accessible mountain lakes open to hand propelled or electric 
motor craft only.   This idea could be applied to many small lakes everywhere.  An economic benefit of 
this would be minimal need for boat launch facility construction/maintenance at smaller lakes.  Savings 
could be directed toward access and launch sites at larger lakes. 
 
Beaver Trapping Regulations 
With an exception for documented damage situations, eliminate beaver trapping.  The riparian and 
water flow enhancement benefits of beaver dams are well documented.  Develop a state wide beaver 
management plan.  Utah, of all places, has one. 
http://www.beaversww.org/assets/PDFs/Brownrevised.pdf        http://www.beaversww.org/  
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Removing/Eradicating Fish For Restoration Purposes 
Harmful aquatic species have contributed to the decline of approximately two-thirds of the threatened 
or endangered fishes in the U.S. through competition for resources, predation, and hybridization. In 
general, rotenone is used as a fish removal tool to meet the following objectives when mechanical 
removal or habitat or environmental manipulation (e.g., dewatering) is not feasible or effective:  
 
1) altering sport fish populations to improve angler opportunities;  
2) conservation of native aquatic species (fish, amphibians, and aquatic reptiles) including those that 
are listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act (ESA); and  
3) controlling and mitigating the threat of invasive or pest species that may negatively impact wildlife 
human health, or cause economic harm. Rotenone is not considered a carcinogen (capable of causing 
cancer), mutagen (capable of causing genetic mutation), teratogen (interferes with normal embryonic 
development), or reproductive toxin (affects reproductive capabilities). Decisions to use rotenone 
should be made by the professional biologists at FWP.   
 
My defense of using rotenone is derived from 15 years of experience in university hazardous waste 
disposal operations. Waste and degraded rotenone are not especially dangerous and simply shipped 
for burning in licensed industrial boilers. 
 
First of all, hazardous does not necessarily mean toxic.  Ninety percent of regulated chemical waste is 
regulated due to flammability.  Secondly, hazardous materials are commonly found at low levels in our 
environment:   
 

• All road side dust contains cadmium from car tire wear. 
• Our body fat contains DDE, a break down product from overzealous use of DDT prior to its ban 

in the 1970s. 
• Most fish flesh has part per billion mercury levels. 
• Gasoline vapors contain aromatic hydrocarbons (benzene like compounds). 
• Any pieces of removed rubber flooring in the Montana State University Field House must be 

disposed of as hazardous waste because the material contains an organic mercury compound. 
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My point is that regulated materials of varying toxicity are present in our daily lives and that rotenone 
is a minor concern for human health. 
 
Some Individual Drainages 
 
South Fork Flathead.  Terrific plan!  The model for native fish management and viability on a large 
drainage. 
 
Swan River.  Maximum lake trout suppression. 
 
Flathead River.  The entire drainage including formerly native fish waters in Glacier National Park has 
been badly damaged. Maximum lake trout suppression.  Eliminate the lake trout slot limit and size limit 
restrictions on Flathead Lake. Implement those Flathead Lake limits on the entire drainage.  Manage 
for the native fish, not for economic interests. Quantify and publicize the costs to FWP, CSKT, and NPS 
to address the lake trout damage. Protecting entrenched economic interests is not a valid 
consideration in setting fisheries management goals.   
 
Obtain or identify more Flathead Lake public boat launch access points (Flathead River Drainage). 
  
Red Rock River. Increase emphasis on cutthroat and grayling for the entire drainage. Increase limits for 
non natives. Persuade MT DNRC and BLM to improve grazing management to decrease riparian 
damage. 
 
Ruby River. Continue/increase native restoration efforts. 
 
Beaverhead River and Big Hole River. More water. (I don't know how to address this one,  maybe 
require accurate measuring devices on all irrigation withdrawal) 
 
Yellowstone Drainage (upper).  I appreciate the focus on protecting YCT. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
G5-h 
 
 
 
 
G5-i 
 
G5-j 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
125 
 
 
 
 
126 
 
193 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Grimstad, John Online survey Q39: Fort Peck Reservoir. 
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I would like to see the sauger limits raised so we can at least have a meal if we are catching them.  
 
Online survey Q43: Bighorn drainage. 
 
I would like to see stocking of walleye in the Big horn lake started back up. In addition to that what 
about stocking tiger musky in the lake to cut down on the carp population? This lake could be a good 
fishing destination, however, you can only keep low amount of sauger so it doesn't rank very high on 
traveling the distance to fish.  
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Harada, Steve (Steve provided comments on two separate occasions) 
Online survey Q4: General Comments. 
 
Three Comments for the Fisheries Management Plan By Steve Harada, Montana citizen and sportsman 
  
1. The overall goals as listed below NEED to have additional language to include more management 
emphasis and habitat enhancement of non-native species, i.e. Walleye. Many anglers in Montana and 
those coming to Montana are not focused or traveling to Montana solely to catch Native Species. Also, 
there are several fisheries that are much more suitable for non-native species from both a biological 
perspective and an angler’s preference perspective. These fisheries should be managed more 
productively to improve the river, lake or reservoir for the more suitable species. For example, Canyon 
Ferry is a body of water that could be managed much more effectively for walleye than the present 
management plan.  

 
There absolutely NEEDS to be a 3rd Management Goal to address the concerns of thousands of anglers 
that prefer to fish for non-native species and to recognize that within the Montana FWP Fisheries 
Management Plan. Or additional language included within these two goals that clearly defines this very 
fundamental goal. Fisheries Management Goals 1. Provide a diversity of quality angling opportunities 
through management of self-sustaining wild fisheries and the responsible use of hatchery-reared fish. 
2. Protect, maintain, and restore native fish populations, their habitats, life cycles, and genetic diversity 
to ensure stewardship of native species and to ensure angling opportunities whenever possible.  
 
2. The plan is supposed to be an evolving, revisable and transparent document. I didn’t see a defined 
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plan for review and revision of the plan. There NEEDS to be a very clear and definitive process outlined 
in the overall plan that states the review and revision process. This would include an annual or bi-
annual time that is also clearly written that defines exactly when and how the plan will be reviewed 
and revised. It is a very poor example of an evolving document without that included.   
 
FWP will work to achieve angler catch rates of 0.4 walleye per hour during periods of the summer creel 
on Fort Peck Reservoir. The highest documented angler catch rate for walleye on Fort Peck Reservoir 
occurred in 2008, with 0.28 fish per hour.  
 
The goal of 0.4 fish per hour will likely not occur throughout the reservoir but seasonally in regions of 
the reservoir. For example, walleye catch rates of 0.5 fish per hour were observed in July during the 
2008 Fort Peck creel survey. Walleye fisheries in surrounding states and provinces throughout the 
Midwest, which have limited natural reproduction, like Fort Peck, consistently have lower catch rates. 
Walleye catch rates exceeding 0.3 fish per hour are generally considered excellent. The goal of this plan 
is to maximize walleye angler catch rates while ensuring a sustainable walleye fishery.  
 
3. The statement printed above is from the Fort Peck Reservoir section of the plan. This language about 
walleye catch rates is not factual and purely hypothetical. The catch-rate is one of the first indicators 
that FWP biologists used to gauge a healthy fish population and mainly to determine angler 
satisfaction. Overwhelming, anglers wanted to see a .5 catch rater per hour of Walleye in Fort Peck and 
the .4 was a compromise. The previous Ft. Peck Reservoir Plan was at a .5 catch rate. This ambiguous 
language Walleye (catch rates exceeding 0.3 fish per hour are generally considered excellent) needs to 
be completely deleted from the plan as that is the position of the FWP and NOT the majority of 
anglers. It is a completely false and merely an inaccurate opinion – it brings no credence to the 
document. The other statement that states “goal of 0.4 fish per hour will likely not occur throughout 
the reservoir” should also be deleted as it merely serves as an excuse or crutch for the folks 
responsible for trying or not trying to reach the goal.   
 
A goal is something that sets the bar and need to be strived for to reach. Not a goal that states or here 
is the goal (that our constituents want) but we will likely never reach it and we feel fine with 
mediocrity and here is justification for our less than goal reaching performance or results. 
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Online survey Q4: Fisheries Management Program. 
 
Fisheries Management Program  Fisheries Management Goals  1. Provide a diversity of quality angling 
opportunities through management of self-sustaining wild fisheries and the responsible use of 
hatchery-reared fish.  2. Protect, maintain, and restore native fish populations, their habitats, life 
cycles, and genetic diversity to ensure stewardship of native species and to ensure angling 
opportunities whenever possible   I would like to comment on the overall program goals that I copied 
and pasted above.   
 
The goals of the fisheries management need to include the language of non-native species fish 
populations, as well. These statements offer very limited development for fisheries that are dependent 
on the   planting of non-native species, such as walleye.  Not only should a goal be to protect, maintain, 
and restore native fish populations but there absolutely needs to be language to maintain, restore and 
enhance the habitats of non-native fish, as well.  Not every resident or non-resident only buys a fishing 
license to fish for native species.        
 
One other thing, the overall Management Plan needs to have a specific way of reviewing and revising 
the Fisheries Management Program.  The draft does NOT outline any specific method of the alleged 
evolving document to be reviewed.  How effective is a 6 year "transparent" plan without a dedicated 
review/revising process? Thanks 
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Hedden, Troy Online survey Q6: Fishing Access Program. 
 
I think it is about time to start looking at a reduction in the number of guides and outfitters working 
some stretches of the Missouri River. I enjoy fishing the river between Hauser Dam and Holter Lake. 
One day this spring I count twelve boats in that section of river with guide stickers. On several 
occasions there were camps set up across from Beaver creek with guide boats and five or six clients. I 
know that these guys pride themselves on catch and release, but I think that statistically there is still a 
10-15% mortality rate among released fish. I believe this is probably higher when using the light line 
and rods that are common with the fly fisherman. Fish have to often be played to complete exhaustion 
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before they are landed. I don't believe in limiting or restricting equipment. I think maybe the guides 
should be limited to certain days of the week so that the general public that has to work during the 
week is not having to compete with the guides on the weekends. This same problem exists on the river 
below Holter Dam also. One day last spring I counted 16 boats on the stretch of river that I could see 
from where I was trying to fish.  
 

Helding, Arnold & 
Linda 

US-Mail 
 
On behalf of my Father Arnold Helding and myself I would like to comment on your call for comments 
on your statewide fishing access and angling opportunities. My Father is on your mailing list although 
he passed away in 2007 at the age of 92. He and I fished and hunted together for over 40 years. He was 
born and raised up in Missoula, MT as was I. He began fishing in Montana in the 1920s with his father, 
Oscar Helding, an immigrant from Sweden. My Father Arnold remembers hiking the (now road) trail to 
the Jocko Lakes on the Flathead Indian Reservation which was full of fish apparently and he remembers 
looking up to see a pack train led by local Indians – the pack animals full of deer and elk – their legs 
sticking up all over the packs – the Indians paused to watch the two fishermen and then waved before 
riding on. 
   
It is stories like this that I grew up on. As the two of us drove to different fishing sites and as we drove 
back home, or as we walked the dogs every afternoon, he would describe what the environment was 
like “before.” The images he describes of lakes and rivers and sloughs full of fish are of course quite 
compelling. He lived at time when all the fishermen of Missoula knew one another, so he fished with 
George Croonenberg who tied flies for Norman MacClean, Norman Means better known as  Paul 
Bunyan who discovered the salmon fly hatch on Rock Creek, F.B. Pott of Pott flies,  Russell Ward who 
was one of the Bob Ward and Sons whose expertise was fishing for the business, the Chausee men, 
Tom Collins, and many others. But, other than wonderful stories of fishing with good friends father 
personally experienced the history of fishing in Montana for over 75 years. He witnessed the 
degradation of our fisheries and aquatic habitats. I well remember the day we were fishing Straight 
Creek in the gold mining country of the Great Depression near Superior. He said before all the trees 
were cut down, the small streams and rivers of the area were deep, cool and heavy overgrown with 
brush and fallen native trees, such as Cottonwoods. 
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I would say that this degradation was one of Arnold’s greatest points of ecological education for me. 
Everywhere we went he would show me how Western Montana was over cut, especially after he 
returned home from WWII and the ACM and later Plum Creek mowed down the forests that protected 
and supplied cover and nutrients for our water courses. So, I would say that Arnold and I highly 
recommend that you spend as much time and money as you can to replant the exposed banks of 
streams and rivers. This is probably one of the primary considerations of a healthy fishery – without 
protection from the sun and the nutrients provided by decomposing plants, no amount of fish planting 
will succeed to bring back the amount of fish needed to complement our environment and provide a 
quality fishing experience for fishers. 
 
   A concomitant idea along with replanting the land is the idea that it is important to have native 
species abounding in our waters, but I think and father felt that what difference does it make to have 
east slope cutthroat in our mountain lakes or west slope? To a fisher either species is fun to catch 
and/or eat. Father remembers when the lakes were seeded with the big “red bellies” and they are still 
there and still difficult to catch. We are very opposed to spending money well spent elsewhere killing 
existing fish just to replant them with another species. I’m not talking about pike that have taken over 
trout fisheries; I’m talking about trying to get rid of rainbow and cutthroat that aren’t necessarily the 
original native species.  We feel this is not a good place to spend money.  
 
Finally, I’d like to address the idea of dams on rivers that destroy the migration of salmon and 
steelhead (and others).  When I was in the eighth grade I asked the family what subject I should 
research for a school project. My brother drew a line on a map from the mouth of the Columbia River 
to the headwaters of the Lochsa River. This was in 1954. Arnold used to spear steelhead on the Brushy 
Fork of the Lochsa which is close to the top of Lolo Pass in the 1930s. Father and my brother were 
learning to fish the Salmon River country for salmon and steelhead (wild fish). They knew the dams 
being built on the Columbia River system were destroying this fishery. Now of course we have to fish 
for hatchery fish and the shouting is all over. We also know that the dam built by the now defunct 
Montana Power on the Kootenay River has disrupted the salmon migration there. This dam by the way 
was built without permission and without buying the land on which the dam sits. I would tell you who 
told us that, but that is privileged information. The point being, dam removal is also a huge desire of 
many fishers to enhance natural fishing habitat. Even though we receive cheap energy from hydro, the 
future of alternative energy is profoundly more desirable than continuing use of older dams and/or 

 
 
 
H3-a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
H3-b 

 
 
 
91 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
47 



Decision Notice for Statewide Fisheries Management Plan 
 

164 
 

building of new hydroelectric projects.    
 
Thank you so much for the opportunity to comment. It is a great privilege to be a part of state 
government. 
 

Henckel, Carol  E-Mail             
 
I recently attended one of the Statewide Fisheries Management Plan meetings in Billings.  The 
presentation was excellent and I felt the department members did an excellent job of explaining why 
we need the plan, how it works and the goals of this endeavor.  It was very apparent how much work 
was done on this project.     
          
I spent years watching my husband Mark attempt to do an article on a body of water, the plans and 
goals of that said body of water  and attempt to get someone to willingly be interviewed on those 
goals.  It was difficult to say the least, not because people were not willing to share but because of 
various reasons.  Often the parties he was speaking to were unwilling to give an official statement for 
fear of speaking incorrectly and  so  it was “off the record”.  Sometimes the goals of the biologists did 
not always match the Department heads goals and so it was difficult to determine what was the real 
goal of that body of water.  He  found himself  drawn into discussions on why a fish species was not 
found in a body of water or why the population of a species had decreased.  He would try to explain 
but the fishermen’s attitude was often “FWP does what they want, they don’t have any plan”.  Mark 
knew FWP did but convincing others was a challenge.  When he spoke to other organizations he found 
there was little continuity between the forest Service or BLM and the department on a particular topic 
or issue.  Often the other agencies had very specific paperwork he could use but FWP had paperwork 
but not official.   Many times he heard of plans for a project but it was bagged without an explanation 
that could be quoted.  All of these various roadblocks made reporting on an issue difficult whether it 
was positive or negatively reported.   
 
So, I am writing this to let you know that I believe this newly developed Statewide Fisheries Plan will be 
a true asset to the department, the people of the state, to other agencies and to informed reporting.  I 
believe it will be used by the clubs of Montana as a reference for the questions they may have on our 
waters.  It seems to me to be a stepping off point for asking pertinent questions and getting answers 
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from those in the know.  Fishermen, recreationalists and visitors can use this source for the recreation 
they so love to pursue. I believe it will expedite meetings between agencies as FWP plans and goals are 
on paper. I would hope that those who cover news from the department would use it as a reference to 
report things in a factual manner.  
  
My only concern with the plan is one that I heard others voice in the meeting and that is that the plan 
is flexible enough so that changes can be made if biology, weather, water loss or unknown conditions 
alter the waters or their inhabitants.  The assurance at the meeting was that it had definite wiggle 
room.  
 
Thank you for allowing me to give my opinion and I am very sure that were Mark around he would 
have been extremely pleased with this information source and would use it often.   Kudos to everyone 
for a huge project well done. 
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Hockett, Glenn Public Meeting 
 
Please pick a watershed such as the Red Rock River Drainage and focus on restoring native fisheries to 
provide an area of large scale habitat/native species connectivity.  
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Howe, Mike Online survey Q53: General Comments. 
 
It seems like the entire plan is driven towards native fish.  I don't see a lot of effort towards diversity.  I 
understand that federal law many times dictates the direction where bull trout and cutthroat are 
concerned, but we have many fisheries that consist of introduced species where at least some waters 
COULD be managed to offer increased opportunity.     
 
In regards to R1 Pike...    "In general, outside of trout waters, northern pike are managed as a sport fish. 
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Within trout waters (both east and west of the continental divide) the management goal is 
suppression, to limit increase in distribution, limit new populations, and even eradication in certain 
instances."    This tells me that there is not one lake in R1 where FWP is promoting pike 
fishing...because isn't everyone a trout water?     
 
There are some waters in R1 where crappie, pike and yellow perch could be embraced and grown as 
trophy fisheries for these species, yet just because there are trout...that won’t happen.  We have more 
than enough trout fisheries where at least a few waters could be managed for species that exist...let’s 
find some and embrace and grow them. 
 
Overall I am pleased that you have developed and released this document and that the transparency of 
this plan allows us to educate ourselves so we can comment and be part of the process.  
Thanks for doing this.     
Mike Howe  Kalispell, MT 
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Idaho Dept. of Fish & 
Game/ 
Ed Schrieiver 

US-Mail 
 
The Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) has reviewed the proposed Draft Fisheries 
Management Plan crafted by the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MFWP) and we 
offer the following comments for your consideration.  Overall, we find the Draft Plan well written, 
comprehensive, and defensible. 
 
Statewide 
 
 Conservation populations of westslope cutthroat trout 
 
MFWP discusses restoration and protection of conservation populations of westslope cutthroat trout 
in several drainages including Red Rock River, Gallatin, and Upper Missouri, and states that a native 
population is secure when it has 2,500 adults and occupies 5 – 6 miles of stream and is free from the 
threat of competition and hybridization from nonnative fish species.  While this appears reasonable to 
us, we are wondering how the demographic criteria were derived, and if this should be explained in 
the plan.  
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 State Wildlife Action Plan 
 
The Draft Plan makes no mention of a State Wildlife Action Plan or SWAP for the State of Montana.  
Like Idaho, a number of Montana’s native fish species certainly qualify as Species of Greatest 
Conservation Need.  The allocation of State Wildlife Grants from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
hinges on development of a federally-approved SWAP.   
    
MFWP uses the designation Species of Concern for “at risk” native fish species.  Idaho had a similar 
designation known as Species of Special Concern, but we formally eliminated it because in reality, it 
had no regulatory meaning, and it could have caused confusion with the SWAP nomenclature of 
Species of Greatest Conservation Need.  
 
 Drought-related Fishing Restrictions 
   
The IDFG does not implement drought-related fishing restrictions during periods of low flow and/or 
high water temperatures in salmonid waters.  However, the MFWP has a rule (12.5.501.509, ARM) with 
specific criteria whereby your agency can implement angling closures or angling restrictions with the 
approval of a local MFWP Commissioner.  Our opinion is this appears to be a sociologically-based 
restriction versus a science-based one even though your criteria suggest it is science-based.  We are 
unaware if other states implement such restrictions.  The reason we raise the issue is our agencies may 
be sending different messages to our respective publics.  
  
Lower Clark Fork River Drainage 
    
On page 2 of this drainage section, MFWP makes the statement that “In Lake Pend Oreille, lake and 
rainbow trout are being suppressed by Idaho Fish and Game to benefit kokanee and migratory bull 
trout, many of which originate in the Clark Fork drainage.”  Though this is currently accurate, by the 
time the MFWP Fisheries Management Plan is approved by your Commission, this management 
objective will be outdated.  We anticipate terminating the suppression efforts for rainbow trout by the 
end of 2012.  We suggest rewording this to state that lake trout are actively being suppressed. 
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On page 6 in the table, Fisheries Management Direction for Lower Clark Fork Drainage, under bull 
trout, the management direction is to “Reestablish volitional fish connectivity” for the reach from the 
Confluence with the Flathead River to Idaho Border.  This suggests the intent is to have volitional 
passage over Cabinet Gorge and Noxon dams.  The IDFG does not believe this is the literal intent.   
 
Kootenai River Drainage 
    
On page 5 of this section, regarding impacts of Libby Dam to the downstream river section, MFWP 
mentions flow fluctuation, reversed hydrograph, gas super-saturation, and water temperatures, but 
you do not mention the loss of nutrient inputs.  Perhaps MFWP does not believe this is relevant within 
the Montana reach of the Kootenai River system, but we suggest that it is worth mentioning along with 
nutrient restoration efforts ongoing immediately downstream from the Idaho-Montana border, where 
there may be some “spillover” effects to Montana waters.  
 
We commend you for drafting a Fisheries Management Plan.  As you know, the IDFG is currently 
developing its seventh statewide plan that we will review with our Fish and Game Commission this 
coming November prior to formal approval.  It has served us well as a policy and management 
direction tool for the past 30 years.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment and good luck. 
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Idaho Panhandle 
Trout Unlimited / 
Mauser/Childress 

E-Mail 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Fisheries Management Plan 2013-2018.  Our 
comments stress the need for proactive management of limiting factors for westslope cutthroat trout 
in order to achieve restoration goals in the lower Clark Fork drainage. 
 
Harvest estimates for the Lake Pend Oreille sport fishery have indicated ad fluvial cutthroat trout 
populations in the drainage declined by 85-percent after dams were constructed on the lower Clark 
Fork.  In light of that fact, the Idaho Panhandle Chapter of Trout Unlimited asks Montana to increase 
support for restoring runs of cutthroat trout from Lake Pend Oreille to the Clark Fork River and its 
tributaries.  Ad fluvial westslope cutthroat spawners will enhance diversity of angling opportunity by 
increasing cutthroat recruitment from spawning tributaries, thus improving fishing for native trout in 
Idaho and Montana.  Before this can occur, limiting factors must be addressed. 
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Idaho is controlling invasive lake trout in Lake Pend Oreille, and has implemented catch and release 
regulations for westslope cutthroat in the Pend Oreille, Clark Fork, and Priest River drainages.  
Cutthroat trout numbers appear to be increasing in the lake; however access to many miles of 
spawning and rearing habitat was lost in 1951 when fish passage was blocked by the construction of 
Cabinet Gorge Dam.  Now, dams on the Clark Fork have real potential to aid in the restoration of native 
trout by making it feasible to selectively pass pure strain westslope cutthroat into significant amounts 
of suitable spawning and rearing habitat. 
 
Restored migratory cutthroat populations could presumably sustain some mortality from introduced 
and native species that occupy reservoirs on the lower Clark Fork, but conditions in the tributaries have 
to improve enough to create the resilience necessary to initiate and sustain recovery so migratory 
cutthroat populations become productive again. 
 
To produce a full range of benefits, cutthroat passage at the dams must be accompanied by tributary 
management that effectively reduces negative interactions with non-native species.  Expanding 
populations of brook trout, brown trout, and rainbow trout present significant obstacles to restoring 
wild cutthroat populations.  Impacts resulting from competition, predation, and hybridization with 
non-native trout can be reduced by aggressively managing non-native species for harvest opportunity 
in the lower Clark Fork drainage.  This practical management tool is an element of native trout 
management in other parts Montana’s statewide fisheries plan.  Restrictive regulations offer another 
method to increase population resiliency in westslope cutthroat trout.  Harvest restrictions have a 
proven record of reversing population declines and providing world class fishing, and are management 
prescriptions in the 2013-2018 draft plan for the majority of drainages westslope cutthroat occupy.   
 
The very stream reaches where non-native salmonids have progressively increased since 1994 may be 
key to meeting mitigation goals for westslope cutthroat trout in the lower Clark Fork drainage.  Low 
gradient streams with relatively low summer flows and water temperatures of 10-16C often produce 
the greatest expression of migratory life histories in salmonid populations.  By contrast genetically pure 
cutthroat trout populations are restricted to the headwaters of tributary streams in the Clark Fork 
drainage and consist of mostly nonmigratory individuals.   
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Hybridization with rainbow trout in the lower portions of tributary streams is a particular concern and 
impact levels have not been assessed.  What little is known is not encouraging.  Hybrids tend to have 
reduced homing fidelity and pioneer nearby streams.  Even low amounts of genetic admixture 
dramatically reduce fitness in hybrid offspring.  Lower survival could be a factor in low density, 
unstable trout populations and cutthroat trout declines in hybrid zones. 
 
A new trapping facility on Graves Creek, and construction or maintenance of migration barriers on 
other tributaries to the lower Clark Fork, provide opportunities for more conclusive evaluation 
programs and better control of factors that limit cutthroat production from the tributary system.  
Definitive estimates of total tributary abundance, spawning escapements, and juvenile outmigrations 
would help quantify impacts like hybridization at the population and drainage level.  Hard evidence of 
which factors are limiting and programs that are most effective in managing them is needed so 
mitigation efforts can succeed. 
 
Invasive brook trout populations present a particular management opportunity as they replace 
cutthroat trout in relatively small, low gradient streams and have little or no migratory fishery 
potential.  Brook trout eradication and barrier placement have developed into effective tools to 
reverse the loss of westslope cutthroat populations in streams.  Eradication and barrier management 
projects may have to be expanded to brown and rainbow trout populations, and would have to include 
upstream passage of adult bull trout and genetically pure cutthroat to make recovery of migratory life 
histories feasible and improve fishing in the Clark Fork and Pend Oreille drainages.  Trout Unlimited 
requests modification of the plan to address the loss of migratory potential by focusing on the need for 
native trout reclamation projects in tributaries of the lower Clark Fork.   
 
The Panhandle Chapter of Trout Unlimited stands ready to partner with Montana as TU recognizes that 
healthy ad fluvial cutthroat populations will benefit Idaho anglers as well as those of Montana.  Once 
again thank you for the opportunity to comment, and if we can be of further assistance please do not 
hesitate to contact us. 
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Illi, Warren & Jo Ann US-Mail 
 
While we like the two primary fish management goals of enhancing native fish populations and their 
providing a diversity of quality angling opportunities, but in every instance we could see, especially in 
Northwest Montana, this plan will significantly reduce angling opportunities for non-native which are 
the primary fish species Montana anglers seek and catch. 
 
We believe the most popular fish species are rainbow trout, brook trout, perch, kokanee, northern 
pike, walleye and bass.  The plan intends to suppress these species whenever there is a conflict 
between native fish and these non-native fish.  It seems angling opportunities will likely be reduced.  
    
Page 39 of the plan says this about northern pike, “Because of its popularity as a sport fish and as a 
food fish, the northern pike has been introduced in many waters outside of its native range…”  
Northerns are indeed a popular fish species in Montana.  Yet your planned management is, “Within 
trout waters (both east and west of the continental divide) the management goal is suppression.”  IN 
Northwest Montana, virtually all of our lakes and streams are trout waters, so it seems this plan is 
intent on killing off this popular fish in Northwest Montana. 
    
On page 111, Flathead River drainage, the plan says, “Investigate the removal of rainbow-cutthroat 
hybrids and rainbow trout to reduce future hybridization.”  Again, the plan intends to suppress a 
quality Flathead River rainbow fishery, a non-native fish, in favor of native fish species. 
    
Another example of suppressing a non-native fishery is Horseshoe Lake by Ferndale, Look Lake, which 
almost touches Horseshoe Lake, is planned for bass, rainbow and perch management.  We like that.  
But because perch got into the adjacent Horseshoe Lake without your approval, fish management 
action for Horseshoe Lake is to prohibit perch harvest and suppress their population.  Again, the plan 
discriminates against angling opportunities.  Our review of the plan did not find any place where 
angling opportunities take priority over native fish management. 
    
One change we would like to see in the final plan is that if a popular angling opportunity for a non-
native fishery will be impacted by native fish management, then the non-native fish being suppressed 
musty be enhanced elsewhere.  This will constitute a fair and balanced plan between native fish 
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management and angling opportunities. 
    
Angling is a 350 million dollar per year industry in Montana.  Your plan affects 200,000 or more 
resident and non-resident anglers.  Your planned suppression of non-native fish will kill millions of fish 
and upset current eco-systems. 
    
The plan, if implemented as currently written, could have a major impact on the human environment, 
the natural environmental and the economic environment of Montana. 
    
Your plan, while well intended, falls far short of what is required by the Montana Environmental Policy 
Act.  This act requires the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement for major state actions.  
This plan that will directly affect over 200,000 anglers and a 350 million dollar sport fishing industry is 
certainly a major state action. 
    
An EIS process requires public scoping and development of a draft plan with alternatives and economic 
estimates of each alternative.  Then another round of public involvement is centered around the draft 
plan.  After that round of public involvement, a final plan is developed. 
    
The current draft plan reads like a final plan.  Where was the public scoping?  Where are the 
alternatives?  Where is the economic analysis as required by MEPA?  What will killing the rainbow trout 
in the Flathead River cost and how will it impact our angling economy?  
    
As an afterthought to developing the draft statewide management, you finally realized you were in 
non-compliance with MEPA.  So it appears you hastily prepared a brief EA in an attempt to show MEPA 
compliance.  The EA state three alternatives.  One alternative is what you view as a balanced 
alternative, the current draft 448 page statewide fishery management plan.  Another alternative 
emphasizes native fish management and the third alternative emphasizes angling opportunities. 
    
You have presented a 448 page fish management plan for the preferred alternative, including a 
breakdown of planed management activities for hundreds of lakes and streams.  Yet there is no similar 
presentation of planned management activities for these lakes and streams in the other two 
alternatives.  MEPA requires an objective analysis of the alternatives.  An objective analysis of the 
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alternatives is not apparent in reading the EA.(Environmental Analysis section) 
    
Under all three alternatives, there is no economic analysis.  Where are the economic costs and benefits 
analysis that a MEPA document requires?  MEPA requires scoping.  There was no public scoping in the 
current planning effort.  It seems FW&P personnel decided what is best for the public. 
   
Actually, doing an EA is not necessarily bad if you conclude the EA with a Finding of Significant Affect 
and move into the EIS process. We doubt that is what you are planning. 
    
A very specific comment concerns the planned fish management on Crystal Lake and Lavon Lake on 
page 82 of the draft plan.  We’ve had a cabin on those lakes for 35 years and have enjoyed outstanding 
rainbow trout fishing.  That great fishing was set by planting about 6,000 Arlee rainbow fingerlings 
each year. 
    
Then, starting about 3 years ago, local biologists developed an experiment by dropping the number of 
stocked trout to 2,000 and using native redband rainbow.  This experiment was fish management 
disaster.  Our family has not caught a rainbow all year.  This summer your biologist met with 40 
homeowners on Crystal and Lavon Lake and got an earful about the very poor fishing.  He promised to 
stop this goofy experiment and start restocking with Arlee rainbows next spring. 
    
Yet this draft plan indicates the Crystal will continue to be a non-fishery by continuing to plant redband 
rainbows.  
    
The final plan must go back to the time-tested method of producing good rainbow fishing by stocking 
6,000 Arlee rainbow every year. 
    
Fish belong to the people of Montana, not to FW&P.  You are the public trustees for the managing the 
public’s fish resources in accordance with the desires of Montana citizens and existing laws.  This 
proposed plan short-changes MEPA’s requirement for public involvement in agency decision making. 
   
Fish management should be developed with the input of citizens and anglers.  If FW&P’s experiment 
on Crystal Lake is an example of native fish management, then this is another example of why an EIS is 
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necessary. 
    
We have many other questions and comments, but they need to be presented in a round of public 
scoping as required by MEPA. 
    
Therefore, we request you re-start the state fish planning process by complying with MEPA and begin a 
public scoping process and preparation of a draft EIS with viable alternatives and economic analysis.   
 

Jeschke, Chancy Online survey Q53: General Comments. 
 
My comments in reference to Management plan.  I see very little plan for non-native fish, which make 
up the bulk of fishing angler days in Montana not Native fish.  FWP needs to put much more time and 
energy into Managing all fish in Montana not just Native.  This has been a major problem for Region 1, 
which in turn has created major problems here in Region 1.  FWP needs to manage for anglers not 
political agendas or special interest groups such as TU.   
 
Having read through the plan I see one major issue. The Angler pressure survey!!   Your lake coding 
system is out dated.  Many lakes you have rated as large trout Reservoirs such as Noxon, or trout 
ponds    How many angler days are put into these bodies of water.   
 
How can you have a Management plan people can trust when your system is flawed?  You say the 
Angler pressure serves as a method for many things such as allocating funds, reliable measure of 
angling days for the public.  Management plans, economical value for species, preference of anglers.  If 
the angler pressure survey is skewed than your whole management plan is wrong!!!!  FWP must look at 
the lake codes and fix that first.  Must people will never see the angler survey so they have no clue 
what is going on with the data that is horrible in justice to the public.  FWP must review the Angler 
pressure survey before moving forward on this plan.     
Chancy Jeschke 
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John Online survey Q6:  FAS/Reclamation Management 
 
Profoundly limiting jet boat use on the lower Clark Fork near Missoula is unacceptable. There are few 
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river access points which reduces swimmer and innertuber conflicts. What is left is float fishing. It 
appears that commercial fishing primarily to out of state clients is more important than allowing the 
people who pay taxes in this state to use OUR resource. This is the definition of privatization of a State 
resource. Not good.  I suggest that ALL use be allowed Thursdays and Sundays throughout the season. 
Other limitations can remain such as PWC's.  
 
We are not a large group, there is significant precedence of use in this area. To eliminate this type 
recreation is poor for the local economy i.e., gas and local shops. There has to be two hundred miles of 
non motorized water that is permanently closed on the Bitterroot, Blackfoot and Upper Clark Fork 
rivers. Float fisherman and other recreationist should not be the only group to enjoy this section of 
OUR Clark Fork River. Oh, Yea, thanks for allowing jet boats in the section in question during high and 
cold water season when the fishing is poor and swimming is dangerously cold. You might as well closed 
the river all Fall as there is not enough water in the Oct season for us to operate. The Commission 
should support common sense law for all citizens not one select group that makes a profit on OUR 
resource. 
 

Johnson, Donald E-Mail 
 
Please reconsider the “no limit” rule on the section of river below Holter Lake. The joke around the 
state of Montana, load your freezer up with walleye, if the warden asks, you were fishing below Holter. 
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Jones, Jim Online survey Q53: General Comments. 
 
To whom it may concern What chance I have had to read on this "plan" specifically the Flathead and 
Lower Clark Fork is off track as usual. The emphasis for native fish goes too far once again. I don't want 
to see suppression of what you think are "undesirable species". If your goal is to have mediocrity west 
of the divide then you are doing a wonderful job. Why can't there be a management plan that starts to 
emphasize creating quality fisheries whatever they happen to be. Creating a quality fishery in my 
opinion would not include being so worried about fish such as bull trout that you are not allowed to 
fish for. They are not going extinct.  
 
The Lower Clark Fork as stated in the management plan is not the best trout habitat. I agree so then 
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why the emphasis on trout in the lower two reservoirs? Since the dams are in managing these as 
quality warm water fisheries would make sense. The opportunity for a world class pike fishery is there 
IF it would be allowed to develop through sensible regulations. I won't hold my breath on that one 
though.  
 
The economics of having quality fisheries is not in this plan. I bring this up because I spent time and 
money fishing for the developing walleye fishery on Noxon Reservoir only to find out you are 
suppression mode electroshocking these fish. Should that not be the role of the fisherman?  
 
I would think they would keep it in check once the word was out on when and where to fish for them. 
You could manage them for mediocrity just like everything else with the fishermen who is paying $ for 
a license to fish. So I am a little miffed that I was spending money to drive down there to catch way less 
walleye and on top of that I was not invited to your fish fry.  
Sincerely,  
Jim Jones 
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Julian, Bob Online survey Q4: Fish Management section 
 
As a resident of Montana and an ardent fisherman, I would like to offer the following comments on 
your Proposed Draft State-wide Fisheries Management Plan. FWP has placed a great deal of 
importance on this document as evidenced by its volume and detail. Accordingly, in my opinion, those 
of us who use the state’s fishery resource need to fully understand the implications, benefits and costs 
associated with this plan.  
 
My comments are directed not at the various details that address specific watershed locations or fish 
species, but rather the overall approach taken to establish this plan. Thus, I have four comments, as 
follows:  
 
1. The Plan Fails to Address Implementation Costs  
The Plan offers a huge amount of detail about “what” should be done with the states fishery resources 
(evidently the Plan is a FWP “Wish List”). But, there is apparently no accompanying identification of 
what the elements of the plan will cost. According to my count, the word “cost” is used over 50 times 
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in the document. Yet, nowhere did I find any specific details relating to dollar amounts needed to 
implement this plan or support the “cost” related statements..  
 
It is impossible to comment on the specific merits of this “Plan”, aka “Wish List”, since it fails to include 
costs (i.e. the amount of money required to implement the Plan). I trust that the intention of the plan 
is to not propose implementation “at any cost”. It is inconceivable that either the FWP or legislative 
bodies could decide what actions to take on this Plan without a clear understanding of the associated 
costs.  
 
I suggest that FWP provide a detailed cost estimate for each of the Fish Management Directives for 
each drainage listed in the report. In addition FWP should identify all other administrative costs 
associated with implementation of this plan. If the costs may vary depending on the scope of 
implementation, then FWP should identify a high, mid, and low cost estimate. These costs estimates 
should be tied to the recommended Alternatives identified at the end of the Plan.  
 
The Plan should then be reissued for public comment, once we more fully understand the Plan’s cost.  
Further, I also wonder how much it cost to prepare this Plan.  
 
2. There Is No Apparent Timeline For Implementation  
While certain portions of the Plan allude to some schedule references, there is no comprehensive 
implementation schedule identified for any drainage. Again, as a “Management Plan”, it seems 
inappropriate to implement a plan of this scope without some idea of the timeline for implementation 
of each Directive.  
 
3. The Reason(s) For Special Treatment of Native Species Is Obscure, If Not Contradictory  
On Page 12, FWP states that the Fisheries Management Goals are:  

1. Provide a diversity of quality angling opportunities through management of self-sustaining 
wild fisheries and the responsible use of hatchery-reared fish.  
2. Protect, maintain, and restore native fish populations, their habitats, life cycles, and genetic 
diversity to ensure stewardship of native species and to ensure angling opportunities whenever 
possible.  
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These goals seem to say that the “quality of angling opportunities” would take preference over “native 
fish populations”. Yet, throughout the Plan there are references to fishery management criteria that 
clearly place more emphasis on protection of native species versus promotion of sport fisheries. As an 
example, I do not understand the focus and emphasis on protection of the Bull Trout, West Slope 
Cutthroat or Sauger. Evidently, protection of these species of fish override inclusion of other potential 
“non-native” population of fish in a given drainage to the potential detriment of better “quality angling 
opportunities”.  
 
Frankly, it appears to me that the motivation of preserving certain species of fish (apparently at any 
cost), is simply based on an emotional or philosophical decision. I see nothing in the Plan that clearly 
states the reasons for protection of all species of fish. What possible motivation could there be to 
preserve native species in water that has been modified by man, namely water impoundments created 
by dams. Since the original natural waterway is forever altered by these structures why would FWP 
spend any time attempting to preserve a native fish in a body of water that no long resembles the 
native (original) stream or river flow?  
 
Further, it appears to me that protection of a “native” species is a misplaced objective. Specifically, 
how were “native” species identified and who made the decision for their protection?  The irony in this 
discussion is that, taken to a logical conclusion, all of us need to pack our bags and get out of Montana, 
since we are not a “native species”.  
 
4. The Document Contradicts Itself When Addressing the Need For An Environmental Impact 
Assessment.  
On Page 478 the Plan states:  

“FWP concluded that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not warranted for the 
proposed Draft Statewide Fisheries Management Plan. FWP concluded that the predicted 
impacts to the physical and human environment are not significant, and are either minor or 
negligible. Therefore, FWP concluded that an Environmental Assessment (EA) is an appropriate 
level of environmental analysis”  
 

FWP says an EIS is not needed because “...impacts... are either minor or negligible”. This statement 
seems to imply that the scope of work defined in the Plan is of little importance or consequence. You 
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can’t have it both ways – if the Plan has insignificant environmental impacts, then I suggest the Plan is 
not worthy of implementation. On the other hand if the Plan is worthy of implementation, then an 
Environmental Impact Statement is necessary.  
 

 
 
 
 

 

Kelley, John R. Online survey Q4: Fish Management section. 
 
This being the first statewide fisheries management plan, I am sure that there will be ongoing fish 
management decisions and regulation changes. I understand that every fourth year FWP seeks ideas 
from the angling public and fisheries staff concerning these changes. The reason for public involvement 
every four years is to give new regulations time to work and reduce the time that staff and public must 
devote to regulation setting.  
 
Four years is too long when a new plan is taking affect. I would like to see the regulations reviewed and 
reexamined at least once a year using public input and biologists suggestions as fish populations and 
suitability of the habitat can change drastically within a year in different drainages.   
 
I understand that regulation setting is generally at the August Commission meeting so I would like to 
see the public get more input time into the regulations setting every year. Thank you folks for letting 
the public comment on the plan and I hope there is much more time for comment and input in the 
future.  
John R. Kelley, Great Falls. MT 
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Kuglin, John W. Online survey Q9: South Fork Flathead drainage. 
 
This is a general comment on bull trout management. Generally, it is illegal for anglers to target bull 
trout. Is there any biological reason for this? Why not designate barbless hook flyfishing with catch-
and-release for bull trout in the south, north and middle Flathead drainages?  
 
Online survey Q12: Upper Clark Fork drainage. 
 
My comments are limited to the Little Blackfoot River, which is frequently fish. This is primarily a 
brown trout fishery, but management concern appears to be weighed in favor of native trout and 
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whitefish. The river's habitat has almost been destroyed in areas from channelizing, but the plan does 
not address how to deal with this.  In fact, much of the plan, in general, is a presentation of statistical 
material instead of a forward looking blueprint to improve the state's fisheries. Instead, there is a 
vague statement about a need to ``Protect and improve habitat to support ecosystem function..." 
 
Online survey Q14: Blackfoot River drainage. 
 
It is mentioned that Nevada Reservoir is often dewatered because of irrigation, but there are no 
forward looking solutions presented by the department to address this. 
 
Online survey Q24: Jefferson River drainage. 
 
The Boulder River, a very good brown trout stream in its lower reaches and a producer of large brook 
trout in the upper drainage, is fairly heavily fished, especially along the interstate between Butte and 
Helena.  
 
However, this important stream, which suffers from acid mine drainage, channelization and 
dewatering (in the lower part of the river) is hardly mentioned at all in this document. This needs to be 
addressed.  
 
Online survey Q25: Madison river drainage. 
 
In mid-summer, you can stop on the highway anywhere between Hebgen Lake and Ennis and see at 
least half a dozen boats on the river. If you fish from shore in this section, many of the rocks are 
colored from the paint scraped from passing float boats. With the increasing recreational use on this 
river the department needs to give more attention to the ``social issues'' caused by too many anglers.  
 
Online survey Q27: Upper Missouri River drainage. 
 
In late winter and early spring, a large number of anglers fish the river downstream from Hauser Dam. 
Many fish this trophy rainbow trout fishery from the shore -- mainly between the dam and Beaver 
Creek -- but there has been a quantum increase in the number of motor boats (many operated by 
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guides) on this stretch of the river. When going upstream, these boats run full throttle through 
spawning beds and cause large waves on the river, harassing anglers fishing from shore. The easy 
solution, which should be addressed in the plan, is to ban the use of motors on boats during the 
rainbow spawning run.   
 
I also noted the plan mentions a large decrease in the number of anglers using Canyon Ferry, Holter 
and Hauser reservoirs; no reason is given for this decrease. 
 
Online survey Q53: General Comments. 
 
I found the plan to be long, tedious to read and to present few forward looking solutions for improving 
Montana's fisheries and dealing with social issues. I do think the department needs a blueprint for 
where it is going, but as far as this document goes I would respectfully suggest that the money could 
be better spent on improving fishery habitat.    I also don't see why the department is so obsessed with 
improving fishery management for native species (including whitefish). The agency is spending a lot of 
money restoring cutthroat trout to small tributaries, while larger tributaries could use more attention 
to benefit non-native species, including brown and rainbow trout.     
 
I'm also confused about what the plan says about fishing access sites. On one hand, the plan generally 
touts fishing access sites, while commenting that the general lack of  FAS access improves the 
experience for float anglers on the Lower Madison River.  
 
The plan could be improved by more attention to forward looking plans for managing fisheries in high 
mountain lakes.    
 
Finally, I think the department does an awful lot of good work managing its fisheries. Unfortunately, 
this is generally not reflected in the document. 
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Lamb, Ryan Online survey Q25: Madison River drainage. 
 
I visited your website, and attempted to download the .pdf file for Part II of your management plan.  I 
could not.  I am a biologist, a programmer, a statistician of sorts, and I am savvy to technical issues 
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associated with file formats.  I also use a Mac on my own time (like millions of people), and a PC 
running Microsoft XP pro at work.  When I click on the "PDF" icon to download your documents, my 
Mac tells me I am attempting to download a file named "fwp.Doc.html",  no matter which specific icon 
I click.  This is not acceptable.    Please make the full version of your documents available to general 
public.  Then, I will comment.  
 

Lawrence, Zac Online survey Q6: Fishing Access Program. 
 
Having fished the Yellowstone on a regular basis since 2001 and I can't help but notice the increase in 
traffic on the river.  Specifically from Big Timber to Columbus.  Not only has the individual fishing 
increased but a large increase in guides and guide traffic has occurred.  There were days this summer 
when I would see more than 10 guide boats on a 5 mile stretch of water.  I know this is pale in 
comparison to the Madison which I also fish but this fishery isn't the Madison in terms of habitat.       
 
I think the time has come to not only limit the number of guides on the rivers of Montana but it is time 
to require some access fees for them. These are for the most part, individuals who are making tens of 
thousands of dollars a year from public resources.  And we all have to suffer the degradation to the 
river and the experience on the river while they make money.  I THINK IT IS TIME TO WAKE UP at the 
FWP and do something about this troublesome trend.   
     
1.  Limit the number of river outfitters and guides.   
2.  Limit the number of guides per day on the river.   
3.  Require outfitters and guides to pay a usage fee of at least 10% of their day fee.   
4.  IT IS TIME TO PROTECT THE INDIVIDUAL RESIDENT FISHERMAN.     
 
Zac Lawrence   
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Lemons, Ross Online survey Q4: Fish Management Program. 
 
I am concerned with the FWP's suppression of walleye in Noxon Rapids reservoir, I have fished the 
reservoir regularly and find the addition of walleye to be a plus not a negative. Unlike many other 
reservoirs I fish for walleye, Noxon has incredible vegetation and structure diversity that enables fish 
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thrive. It also has an endless supply of perch and squawfish for the predator fish.     
 
I find it particularly interesting that you want to suppress walleye but leave other "non-native" species 
alone. As I recall, bass aren't native as well as many others. This becomes a situation where it is the 
biologist's preference as to what species are in the system.  
 
The argument that walleye eat all of the small fish simply isn't true. Comparing Canyon Ferry to Noxon, 
you may be able to make the case that walleye have had a big impact on perch. The huge difference is 
that CF has almost no weeds and very little structure. Noxon has so much structure and vegetation it is 
impossible that walleye would have a major impact on them.  Furthermore, I rarely find game fish in 
walleye stomachs. Quite often they have insects and crayfish. They also appear to be less "schooled 
up" than in other reservoirs. I feel this is because there is so much forage that they don't need to 
school minnows up like in more open water environments.  Another point is the cost of suppression. At 
a time our FWP is struggling for funding, why do you continue pursue this? This will help Trout Creek 
economically 
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Lowe, Rob Online survey Q53: General comments. 
 
In regards to the comment on increased jet boat use on the Yellowstone river, I have to take first hand 
exception to that as a realistic complaint.    My family has had the Bar X Ranch halfway between 
Reedpoint and Greycliff now for about 50 years.  For the last decade my parents have lived there full 
time, and I spend a great deal of the year on the river and at our place, floating from early April all the 
way through November.       
 
In the past five to ten years, I have noticed a significant DECREASE in jet boat and jet ski traffic on the 
river, but a tenfold INCREASE in guide and recreational float traffic.    As a jet boat owner, I realize that 
many would take my view as biased, but on a peak weekend in the summer, I may see one or two jet 
boat operators, but will definitely see anywhere from 20 to 50 float boats of all kinds, guides, anglers 
and pleasure floaters.    It is my understanding that the beef with power craft on the Yellowstone arises 
from the operator running up the Boulder and Stillwater rivers.  This is completely irresponsible on the 
boat owners part, and I feel those streams should be listed as non-navigable to motor powered craft.  
But don't punish the rest of us who responsibly use and enjoy the river with a jet boat because of some 
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moron running a river that clearly isn't large enough to safely support that sort of usage.    As usage on 
the lower river increases, it may make sense to investigate limiting guide traffic to certain stretches of 
the river to weekday only use so that recreational and paid interests don't collide.  
 
I know this has been done on the Big Hole and Beaverhead with a great deal of success.  It may reduce 
the friction between operators.    Thanks, and I appreciate being able to submit this - Rob Lowe 
 

Manning, Jim Online survey Q11: Flathead River drainage. 
 
Additional efforts are needed to increase the bull trout population.  The most recent redd counts are 
positive based on the bull trout spawning survey released by Region 1 on Oct 17, 2012.  However, as 
noted, it is only 60% of the 1980's average.  I submit that the 1980's average is also well below the 
earlier population estimates from the 1960's and mid 1970's.    I think more aggressive efforts are 
required.  These could include use of artificial, plastic, incubation boxes for bull trout roe in the 
spawning streams of the North Fork such as Big, Coal, and Whale Creeks.  It may also be time to 
consider artificial propagation of fry and parr for planting in the Flathead spawning tributaries.   
 
The department is spending a lot of time and effort to re-introduce and restore the native cutthroat 
trout.  I believe similar efforts are warranted for the bull trout in the Flathead which are even more 
endangered than the westslope cutthroat.  Intensive propagation measures have been somewhat 
successful in for the pacific salmon species in Washington, Oregon, and Idaho.  It is time to get more 
aggressive in restoring bull trout populations, especially in the Flathead River system. 
 
Online survey Q17: Lower Clark Fork Drainage. 
 
The department should clarify policy that walleye are not appropriate for any waters west of the 
divide.   
 
Several years ago, the FWP Commission formally stated this position when walleye introductions were 
considered for places west of the Continental Divide.  Illegal introductions of walleye have now been 
documented in Noxon Res. on the lower Clark Fork.  The department is currently monitoring the 
population.  FWP should begin actions to eradicate walleye in Noxon Res. and/or any other place west 
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of the divide.  Walleye are strong predators any prey on other fish, both game and non-game.  Walleye 
may be appropriate for other waters in Montana, but not any waters west of the divide.  Walleye 
become too political.  I note the legislative discussions in prior years regarding the illegal introductions 
of walleye in Canyon Ferry.  The 'Walleye Wars" over the walleye population and subsequent 
management actions regarding Canyon Ferry and other Missouri impoundments document what can 
happen.  Region 1 has incurred over half (300+) of the documented 600 illegal fish plants in the state.  
The "bucket biologists" have been raising havoc in Region 1 for 50 years that I'm aware of.  This 
includes plants of northern pike, bass, and now walleye.  The department should not allow any walleye 
introductions west of the divide.   
 
The department should strengthen efforts to eradicate illegal plants.  
 
Online survey Q53: General comments. 
 
The plan should include a strong statement about illegal introductions.  "Bucket biologists" have 
caused irreparable harm in Region 1 and other areas of the state.    The plan should include and re 
emphasize the Commissions position regarding walleye in any waters west of the Congenital Divide.  
Walleye were illegally placed in Noxon Reservoir.   
 
The plan should clearly note that walleye are not appropriate fish for any place in the Clarkfork, 
Bitterroot, Blackfoot, Flathead, or Kootenai drainages.  The Commission made a formal statement 
several years ago that walleye are not appropriate in waters west of the divide.  The plan should 
formally state this position.   
 
We already have illegal walleye in Noxon and they should be irradiated.  I do not want to see another 
"Walleye War" like we had with the illegal walleyes that are now in Canyon Ferry and downstream 
impoundments.    The plan should strengthen and emphasize the importance of bull trout in general 
and also at the specific drainage levels.  The plan should call for a more aggressive plan to increase the 
bull trout populations.  This should include spawning propagation and placement of artificial redds or 
plastic boxes to incubate and protect bull trout eggs.  It should also consider possible hatchery 
operations to increase bull trout parr.  Much work has been done to reestablish native cutthroat 
populations.  Similar efforts should also be undertaken for bull trout.  This is especially important for 
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the Flathead, Kootenai, and Clarkfork/ Blackfoot drainages.    
 
Current angling restrictions and closures are not adequate to increase the bull trout populations to 
anything nearing historical levels.    
 
The department cannot avoid (ignore) the netting issue on Flathead Lake while supporting netting 
efforts in Swan Lake and also supporting lake trout eradication efforts in Glacier Park. 
 

 
 
M1-e 

 
 
63 

McArdle, Terry Online survey Q27: Upper Missouri drainage. 
 
As has been an ongoing problem and getting worse, the fisheries department re-writes history to make 
it fit their proposals or political position. However, some of us were present and were actively 
interested and actually involved in the doings on the river and we know the truth.   
 
1) You claim the Missouri between Toston Dam and Canyon Ferry was classified a "Blue Ribbon" trout 
fishery into the 1990's.  --It was called that, but only on paper, and only by FWP. To us locals, this was a 
real joke. That section had not truly been "Blue Ribbon" for many years ...FWP just hadn't taken effort 
to gather enough information to prove the demise. The good trout fishing was done before 1990.  
 
2) You blame walleye predation for the demise of this "trout fishery". That is not the case. The demise 
happened in the 80's supposedly  before walleyes were present .   
 

-a) That section of river was all but dried up numerous times in the 1980's. As you may recall 
1988 was the worst fire season ever including the burning of Yellowstone Park and the Elkhorn 
Mountains. The water was too warm and too scarce.. There were no fish left.    
 
-b) Toston Dam was remodeled to add a generator about this same time. The result was a 
tremendously lowered oxygen level below the dam in the Toston stretch of river. The fish 
couldn't survive there in late summer anymore. The brown trout fishing took a big hit and it was 
readily evident.   
 
-c) With the low water came an explosion of Pelican and Cormorant populations. I was the area 
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Ducks Unlimited Chairman in those days. These fish eating birds took over the CF Management 
area and ran the geese and ducks right out of the ponds and began using the islands themselves 
to reproduce.   

 
So, enough with the lies!    In closing...let's face facts. Canyon ferry is a walleye fishery now and it has 
been for about 15 years. GET over it! You have a responsibility to the fishing public to exhibit common 
sense and manage for the best result at the most efficient cost.. You people have got to quit whining 
about these walleyes and best play the hand you were dealt. Quit the politics and deal with reality. 
Manage this walleye fishery as best you can and go with it.   If that means planting native forage and 
more perch... Go for it.  But have some common sense!  You cannot lower the bio-mass of walleye over 
the long haul with your high limits... All those high limits affect is the quality of the fish. No matter 
what you do, there will be a certain amount of walleye bio mass. With high limits, over time, you 
reduce size, but increase the number of mouths to feed.  If the population holds a lot of big walleyes 
instead, the same amount of forage is eaten.  That is common sense.  Please be biologists instead of 
water boys for Trout Unlimited. 
 

Muller, Scott Online survey Q17: Lower Clark Fork drainage. 
 
I recognize that walleye are not native to these waters but I do question the validity of the claim that 
they were illegally introduced.  I think it would be appropriate for FWP to support this claim with some 
evidence that is convincing.  It has been suggested that walleyes may have been introduced 
accidentally during stocking of bass raised in the common hatchery for both species.     
 
Noxon Reservoir is a warm water fishery, primarily as a result of the dams owned and operated by 
Avista and PPL.  Arguably, even Kerr and Hungry Horse affect the nature of the fisheries on the lower 
Clark Fork.  Unless or until these impoundments are removed, the Bull Trout are going to suffer.  It's 
clear that the dams will remain so I believe it is foolish and wasteful to spend tremendous resources on 
mitigating the situation.  I also do not think that walleye should be targeted over other non-native 
species including northerns, bass, rainbow, lake and brown trout.  If suppression is to be one of the 
tactics then all non-native species should be attacked.  And they should be suppressed(or eliminated) 
throughout the drainage all the way to the headwaters of every stream and tributary.     
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The alternative is to rely on good science, recognize the established fact that Noxon and Cabinet are 
"warm water" fisheries and begin managing for species that thrive in the habitat available.  That is 
what was done in the past, as you know.     
 
Over the last five years I have focused my fishing time on walleyes in Noxon, the pursuit of  which I find 
more challenging and rewarding.  I have watched as a growing number of people have started to show 
up to fish for walleye and I am certain there has been an increase of fishing days on the reservoir since 
the presence of walleye is no longer a secret.  If it is the goal of FWP to provide for quality recreational 
opportunities, I do not believe that suppressing walleye benefits the public.  There is also no definitive 
science that the walleye are harder on the bull trout than other species.  In fact, walleye don't 
generally occupy the same habitat and they are not ranging outside of their preferred areas seeking 
food because so much is present in their home waters.     
 
I have read the entire walleye study Avista commissioned that was published in 2009.  I realize that 
they and FWP are compelled by the endangered designation of Bull trout to at least appear to be trying 
to promote and support the species.  Avista and the other dam operators are unfairly coerced and 
essentially blackmailed into directing efforts into mitigating the impacts of the dams.  That should be 
ended to the extent that much of what they do is foolish and unproductive.  The ESA is flawed and 
needs to be modified.  The current wolf situation is clear evidence as well.     
 
Finally, I would like to say that I feel the bass in Noxon are being harmed by the number of derbies.  I 
have fished a few of the  tournaments in the past.  I regularly fish for bass,  I see many damaged fish.  I 
am certain spawning success is harmed by derbies and I believe the number of derbies should be 
restricted and hauling fish to weigh-ins miles from the catch site seems foolish.  I also think the bass 
need to be protected for a longer period in the spring.  This year for example the spawning period was 
especially delayed by the flows and temperatures.   I've heard discussion that some believe FWP is 
allowing the excessive derby activity in hopes that bass populations will diminish.  Some have even 
suggested that the tactic is designed to direct more negative attention to the walleye.  It is clear that 
FWP no longer supports bass by the restrictions on habitat development and stocking.  Again, I suspect 
FWP is laying down in the face of concerns about the ESA and the bulltrouts’ status.  The dams(all of 
them) are the cause of the change in habitat and the bull trout's challenges.  Face it and promote 
species that can thrive and are attractive to anglers. 
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Nuter, Maggie Online survey Q51: Environmental Analysis section. 

 
Dear FWP,   
 
After reading the Alternatives in the Habitat section of the Statewide Fishery Plan I was very 
uncomfortable with Alternative B.    I am totally against the taking or regulation of water rights on my 
ranch.   
 
They are adjudicated and any altering would not be welcome.  I am for Alternative C which recognizes 
that Humane habitat and agriculture production are important as are roadways, bridges and such.    No 
one want polluted water or damaged waterways, but I believe that most ranchers are very responsible 
in the use of their water as they know the value of it.     
Maggie Nutter  Ranch   Upper Milk River Drainage. 
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Olson, Dan and 
Jeanne 

Online survey Q53: General Comments. 
 
We commend you for presenting this document of FWP's management practices.  Why has the fact 
that Montana's waters are warming and that this will affect our fisheries over the coming years been 
omitted?  Whether or not you believe in global warming, the fact is that Montana's climate is warming, 
as proven by the rapidly shrinking glaciers in Glacier Nat. Pk.   
 
We would like to see a better description and emphasis on wild fish management.  Also please 
continue to use existing classification of streams such as "Blue Ribbon streams".  Illegally introduced 
species should be so identified and managed as such.  Referring specifically to the section on the 
Flathead River drainage:  there are some factual errors regarding the barriers in the Flathead River and 
tributaries, including Kerr Dam, and the Swan River dam.   
 
No mention was made of the loss of native fish habitat to lake trout in Glacier National Park, or in the 
lakes of the Swan River Valley.  This has been an ongoing process as the lake trout continue to push the 
native fish out of more and more habitat.   
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You need to emphasize your plans to protect, maintain, and restore fish populations if you intend to 
offer quality angling opportunities in the future.   
Thank you.  Dan and Jeanne Olson  160 West Valley Acres  Kalispell, MT 
 

Reed, Frank Online survey Q4: Fish Management Program. 
 
I scanned the 400+ page document and find it to be a credible catalog of what currently exists. 
However, speaking as a lifetime TU member whose main interest is in conservation and the future of 
cold water fisheries in MT, I found the document totally lacking as a blueprint for the future. Sadly,  the 
absence of actionable specifics that characterizes current political discourse afflicts this work as well. I 
suggest answering three questions:     

1)What does FWP really stand for in fishery management?   
2)What are your aspirations and plans for attaining them?   
3)What are the barriers you perceive, and what strategies do you see for getting over them? 

Answer those questions authentically and the document will be useful for the future.  Otherwise it will 
be another expenditure of resources that will largely gather dust.    Respectfully,  FR 
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Rosenberger, Josh Online survey Q14: Blackfoot River drainage. 
 
This email addresses two points regarding proposed fishing regulations for the Blackfoot: the implied 
lifting of the angling restriction for bull trout on the mainstem Blackfoot and continued use of bait on 
the Blackfoot.   
 
After I read the proposed 2013 fishing regulations for the Blackfoot drainage, I got the impression that 
the native fishes angling description (for WCT and BT)implies that intentional fishing for bull trout will 
be allowed starting in 2013. This assumption was made based on the lack of language explicitly 
prohibiting angling for bull trout.  Explicit language prohibiting intentional angling for bull trout is 
included in all other drainages in the western district with viable bull trout populations.  
 
If a change is being made in the Blackfoot drainage regarding bull trout angling, this is a change that I 
agree with. However, one thing that continues to baffle me is the fact that bait fishing is continues to 
be allowed in the Blackfoot drainage. The Blackfoot holds the largest fluvial population of bull trout in 
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western Montana outside the South Fork Flathead and Swan River drainages. To continue to allow the 
use of bait while prohibiting intentional angling for bull trout make no sense whatsoever. FWP fisheries 
biologist are all familiar with angling mortality rates of bait-caught trout. They are equally aware of the 
large number of fluvial bull trout that reside in the Blackfoot drainage. Bull trout are aggressive fish 
that likely do not stand much of chance of surviving after inhaling a gob full of worms.  
 
Allowing the use of bait on the Blackfoot is de facto permission for intentional angling of bull trout. On 
the other hand, single barbless hook use in this drainage (lure or fly) would result in very little angling 
mortality. I would very much appreciate a qualifying response to the fact that FWP has not 
implemented a bait ban on the Blackfoot. Lifting the intentional angling restriction on bull trout on the 
mainstem Blackfoot while making this crucial fluvial bull trout stronghold bait free makes much more 
sense than the current (proposed) regulations.  
Thank you for reading. 
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Rusty Online survey Q53: General comments. 
 
What is it about Fort Peck Reservoir that seems to make it a far superior fishery to Canyon Ferry? 
Environmental factors? Is it the size or something about the way it is managed?  
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Schultz, Dennis US-Mail  
 
I worked as fisheries field worker with Al Wipperman (R-4 Manager) and Bill Hill (Biologist) in 1985 and 
1986 seasonal.   
 
In addition to trout management, these people pursued active warm water species management.  
Tiber Res., Lake Frances, Bynum Res., Pishkin Res., Arod Lakes, etc.   
 
They were quite successful at balancing prey (usually perch) and predators (walleye & pike).   
 
Why can’t we have quality warm water fisheries in R-2?   
Even using sterile Tiger Muskys if they are afraid N. Pike would get out of control, would be an option.  
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Western MT has gone trout crazy to the point where people go to church and there is a large cutthroat 
trout on the altar.  Everything is catch and release or worse yet 3 small stunted cutthroats for a bag 
limit.   
 
3 small stunted cuts reproducing because that’s what they continue to do when there’s not enough 
food to go around.  Bag limits should be lifted all around.   
 
Bag limits have never had any effect on overall fish populations.  They satisfy people egos and ideals.   
 
With N. Pike coming up the Bitterroot River eating suckers, squawfish & whitefish, I’ve noticed an 
overall increase in size of forage fish.   
 
Let’s get a warm water plan that includes consumptive use of a renewable natural resource. Thanks 
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Scott, Kenneth Online survey Q25: Madison River drainage. 
 
I have fished the Madison River for the past 27 years and I live in Pennsylvania. I make it a point to 
come to Montana strictly during October to fish for the trout that come up out of Hebgen and go up 
into the Park.    Over the past 27 years, I have noticed a major decline in the number of trout available 
in the Madison upstream of Hebgen. I have maintained detailed daily records for those 27 years and 
your fishery is in a state of decline.       
 
I admit that I use bait to catch my trout below the highway bridge leading into West Yellowstone, 
Montana. I have caught and released literally thousands and thousands of trout over those 27 years. 
With the bait that I use, I catch 85% of my trout on their lips or jaws. The other 15%, I simply cut the 
line off immediately without touching the hook. I am confident that the trout survive as I have actually 
caught the same exact trout again, later in the trip, with my hook and one inch of fishing line still in its 
mouth. I never allow the trout to swallow the bait and that is why I have a 85% jaw-hooking ratio.      
 
I have caught quite a few rainbows over the last 5 years that exhibit signs of Whirling Disease. The 
deformities that I see on the rainbows could only be caused by Whirling Disease. What are you doing 
regarding the Whirling Disease problem that you have in Hebgen? Is Whirling Disease present in all of 
the tributaries around Hebgen?    (Madision River Drainage) I can confidently say that for the month of 
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October on the stretch of water between Hebgen and the Park, I have caught more trout than anyone. 
When I started going to Montana around 1986, I averaged between 20 and 30 trout per day, every day, 
for the 10 days of the trip. I just returned from Montana and I did not even average 5 fish per day. This 
lower average amount has been consistent for at least 10 years now. YOUR FISHERY HAS A MAJOR 
PROBLEM THAT YOU NEED TO ADDRESS! 27 years of data doesn't lie. I don't need to catch 25 fish per 
day to have a successful trip. But the numbers don't lie. When the catch rate goes from 25 fish per day 
to 5, you have a problem.     
 
I suggest that you lower the limit on trout that can be harvested above Hebgen to one brown trout 
only. Continue to disallow the harvesting of rainbows. Your Hebgen rainbows are infected with 
Whirling Disease and you need to continue to protect them. I would like to know what your plans are 
regarding the eradication of Whirling Disease in Hebgen.    I would also recommend that you increase 
the number of rainbows that you stock in Hebgen. The number of rainbows in the river above Hebgen 
is the lowest that I have seen in 27 years. Your rainbow fishery is in a major decline. I cannot emphasize 
the importance of addressing the problem as soon as possible.  
 
An increase in the number of rainbows that are stocked in Hebgen would help to offset the losses to 
Whirling Disease and to whatever else is causing the decline in the rainbow numbers. You will probably 
never get the rainbow populations back to the higher levels that I saw back in the 80s and 90s but you 
have to do something to save this fishery. 
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Sedlock, Mike E-Mail 
 
I commend the department and staff for the efforts in putting together a statewide plan and think that the 
general principal and concept is a good idea. It appears that this plan is an inventory of the entire waters and 
what the management plan is that applies to each body of water as it is currently managed.  
 
However, I am concerned with the fact that it appears you are creating a plan that will be put in place 
and be followed for the next 6 years. I feel that it should be re-evaluated more often, maybe very 2 to 
3 years, and in addition I think that the plan and the management directions need to be put out and 
evaluated on a regional basis.   (new Adaptive Management section) 
 
Although it states in the introduction that the plan provides for enough flexibility to allow for adaptive 
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management during implementation, but there is no mention of how, where, or when any changes to 
the plan can be made. The only alternatives I see are in the Environmental Assessment.  Therefore, it 
definitely needs documentation of how, where or when any changes can be make. (new Adaptive 
Management section) 
 
Habitat Program Comment: 
I do appreciate that in this part of the plan in that it does describe how priorities and projects are selected i.e. 
the Future Fisheries Program. 
 
Marias River Drainage comments: 
Tiber Reservoir;  although there apparently was some consideration in the last year or two and an 
attempt for some supplemental stocking because of what appeared to be a decline in the walleye 
numbers in the Willow Creek arm, it appears the plan now says there will be no stocking.  I’m opposed 
to something so absolute that would preclude stocking being considered if conditions and numbers 
warranted it. It should read something like; stocking would be considered if conditions change. (Marias 
Drainage) 
 
Lake Francis Comment: 
Reads in the plan to "Evaluate contribution of walleye plants on a biannual basis".  Why wouldn't the plan be to 
continue the biannual stocking? It has been working fairly well.  I would hope that the plan direction to only 
"evaluate" stocking is not meaning that the plans are to quit. (Marias Drainage) 
 
Missouri River/Dearborn River comments: 
I’m opposed to the management directives that currently exist for the Missouri River below Holter 
Dam to Great Falls. I would have little problem with the concept of priority being given to manage and 
maintain the trout fishery that exists, but I’m opposed to sacrificing the walleye fishery in the process! 
To say that this requires a management directive to "maintain high walleye harvest to protect wild 
trout fisheries" or to say it requires "high harvest opportunities above the Central Fishing District 
standard daily and possession limits to protect the wild trout fisheries." is not justified. In over 30 years 
of monitoring walleye impact on this section of river it reveals that walleye have little to no impact to 
the trout fishery. The fairly recent decision for a NO walleye Limit or 20 fish limit regulation put in place 
in 2012 was a decision by the FWP Commission that was contrary to the scientific and biological data 
available. Commissioner Moody stated; this was a "purely political" decision by the FWP Commission 
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without any reasonable justification for it.  
 
The plan needs to include specific guidelines that the FWP Commissioners are required to use in their 
decisions, political or other non-science decisions are not acceptable!  
 

Seilstad, Carl Online survey Q4:  Fisheries Management 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. My comment is on page 11 of the document under 
Fisheries Management Goals. There is a lot of emphasis placed on native or wild fisheries. I like to fish 
for all species however I am one of the anglers that fall into 7% for Walleye fishing. Walleye fisher 
people contribute a lot of money to the communities where people have the opportunity to fish for 
warm water species.  
 
Therefore I believe you need a 3rd goal that mentions the importance of warm water angling (not just 
cold). There should be a goal that outlines protecting, and enhancing warm water species and their 
environment.  
 
In the plan under Walleye Stocking you indicate if fingerling production exceeds 3 million, biological 
and environmental conditions (listed below) will be reviewed.  It seems to me that this statement is 
very broad for justifying stocking rates. You say that stocking rates may be reduced if the biological and 
environmental conditions are unfavorable.   I also notice that you say the goal of .4 fish per hour will 
likely not occur. I do not agree with this statement as the goal is in fact.4 fish per hour.  
 
After the second sentence-------,with .028 fish per hour you should go directly to the last sentence the 
goal of this plan is to maximize-----.  Thank you 
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Siddoway, M.D., Paul Online survey Q22: Big Hole Drainage 
 
A) As noted in the Big Hole Summary, this drainage has been hit extremely hard with drought and low 
flow conditions more often than most other drainages. As a result flows have been significantly 
reduced in August and September for many of the past 10 years and with climate change, more dry 
years on the way.  
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It is time for the FWP to help embrace one or two off-stream storage projects in the Upper Big Hole to 
augment flows in late summer and fall.   
 
There is no doubt that maintaining adequate in-stream flows would have a beneficial effect on the 
fishery.    
 
B) Fishing is currently allowed on the river year around with no true opening day anymore.  
 
Why this occurred is not clear, however there is no mention in the management plan to have any time 
during the year that the river is closed to fishing.   
 
Currently the Winter-Spring Whitefish season is a cover for increasing activity on the river in March, 
April, and May. This occurs during critical rainbow spawning time. As noted in previous counts, the 
rainbow populations are struggling in the lower river, especially Melrose to Browns Bridge.  
 
How about a true closure on this section , or at least change to catch and release only for rainbows.   
 
This worked well on the Jefferson.   
 
C) There should also be considered a closure or catch and release only on the lower river from Melrose 
downstream during the fall Brown spawning time if flows are below 300cfs.This was previously 
supported by Dick Oswald and had significant public support. It was given to the BHWC who rejected it 
as part of the drought plan, mainly because it was felt that FWP should make this decision. There are 
plenty of options for fall fishing on streams and lakes that have not been hit as hard as the Big Hole. 
Most people would not mind giving the river a rest during the spawning times, especially since it is a 
wild fishery. Makes sense to most people. Maybe this would be an opportunity to diminish the 
widespread belief that FWP is more interested in selling licenses and providing opportunity, than doing 
what is right for the fishery. 
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Smithback, Karl Online survey Q4: Fish Management Program. 
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Why don't we cut our losses on Flathead Lake and transplant several strains of Steelhead into the 
system. Imagine biannual steelhead runs on the North and Middle Forks! They are compatible with 
Lake Trout, as evidenced by the Great Lakes fishery, and adding such a resource would certainly boost 
the local economy. If it works out, we can begin to plant coho, pink, and chinook salmon as well!  
 
The boat anglers could pursue them in the summer and winter months, while during the runs, the fly 
fisherman could pursue them on the drainages. Conceivably, there could be runs along the North and 
Middle Forks, and a catch station at the Hungry Horse dam to collect eggs and milt. Runs could take 
place along the Stillwater river and all of the feeder creeks in the area. Further stocking could be 
contributed to by the existing hatchery on the Lake.     
 
I am a huge fan of the Bull Trout. I am a conservationist and avid fly angler. But the mistakes of the past 
seem beyond repair. At least with regards to restoring a substantial Migratory-Bull Trout run. Let's cut 
our losses and transplant a big game fish. Just look at what it did for the Great Lakes!    Thanks 
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Sperline, Gary Online survey Q39: Fort Peck Reservoir Drainage 
 
Chinook salmon should either be stocked at a dramatically increased level or abandoned.  
 
The current management of this species uses resources that could be applied elsewhere but does not 
result in a quality fishery.  Interviews with fishermen at the dam indicate a catch rate of one fish per 12 
to 14 boat hours. 
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Stuver, David US-Mail 
 
I am very pleased with the scope and organization of the Fisheries Management Plan.      
 
Specific comments Re Part I pg 21 last 2 paragraphs and pg 21 dealing with illegal fish introductions:  
Many fishermen have been extremely frustrated with illegal activity in Central MT region 4 in both 
public and private still water fisheries.  I know of one case where a private spring fed brook trout pond 
was ruined by yellow perch, and several others where northern pike were illegally introduced. Public 
fisheries of my 26 years in Lewistown begin with Buffalo Wallow in North Fergus (yellow perch) some 
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years ago, northern pike and yellow perch in East Fork of Big Spring Creek Reservoir, and recently 
bluegill in both upper and lower Carters Ponds. In the upper pond bluegills are very numerous and I 
believe they are now severely restricting trout growth and condition.   
 
I note that on page 22 the plan states that "FWP may consider prohibiting the harvest of a fish species 
in a waterbody where it was illegally introduced by people for the purpose of consumption". I strongly 
encourage this step as the penalties for illegal introduction, although severe, have limited effect due to 
the difficulty of determining who made the illegal plant and prosecuting them.  Other:  I believe in 
considering the investment in time, planting, and public use, aerators on both some warm water and 
cold water ponds in the area would be well worth the investment.  Aerators appear to be common in 
South Phillips County, although I do not know whether they were paid for or installed by BLM or by 
FWP.  Bass ponds such as the South Fork of Blood are valuable fisheries only with sufficient time to 
grow mature fish.  Both Carters ponds near Lewistown have a history of winter kill probably due at 
least in large part due to the extreme amount of underwater vegetation which eventually builds up 
sufficiently to use up oxygen when rotting.  Although both ponds are capable of producing large trout 
which attract people for some distance, the lower pond is to be periodically drained and benefits 
would be arguable. Also at this time, winter kill and new planting of the upper pond planting would 
appear desirable because of the bluegill overcrowding.  In any case, announcing the intent to prohibit 
the harvest of specific illegal plants in cold water ponds would in my opinion be a real deterrent to 
illegal planting and would be applauded by a vast majority of users.      
 
Concerns which are an area issue and too specific for the management plan include;      
 
(1) Periodic visits with the City of Lewistown to manage the flood channel to ensure sufficient water 
flow in Big Spring Creek through town to allow spawning fish to access the upper stream (a recurring 
and current problem).   
 
(2) Notice at the fish barrier on the South Fork of the Judith to restrict harvest of West Slope Cuts, as 
no sign currently exists and the first mile above the barrier by summer’s end 2012 exhibited nearly as 
many empty bait containers as fish. 
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Sultz, LaVerne Online survey Q53: General Comments. 
 
What happened to global warming? Did it suddenly go away? One of   the most urgent threats to our 
fishing heritage in Montana is the changes   we are seeing in the warming of our waters and changing 
hydrographs   due to our warming climate. To not even mention this problem in the   Fisheries 
Management Plan is a giant oversight that needs to be corrected.  This is going to be a real problem 
over the next six years. It will need to be addressed and cannot be ignored for purely political reasons. 
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Tanner, Todd Online survey Q53: General Comments. 
 
I downloaded all the relevant sections of the proposal and could not find a single reference to "climate 
change."  Since climate change will be the single largest threat to Montana's cold water fisheries in the 
future, and since climate change impacts trout via the following:     

1)  Lower snow packs   
2)  Earlier runoff   
3)  Higher water temperatures   
4)  Lower dissolved oxygen levels   
5)  Higher sediment loads, as a result of droughts and/ or extreme wildfires   
6)  Lower water levels   
7)  Increased need for irrigation water     

 
It would seem incredibly shortsighted, indeed, foolish, for Montana FWP to ignore the impacts of 
climate change in this document. Let's hope you rectify this glaring omission as soon as possible.      
Regards,    Todd Tanner 
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Tatarka, Richard Online survey Q53: General Comments. 
 
Paddlefish fishing in Montana has become an absolute joke. The current regulations have made 
complete slobs out of us in an attempt to beat the crowd to the fish, and get a fish before the season 
closes. As a fisherman that has been actively paddlefish fishing since the mid 80's I actually think that 
current regulations are harder on the paddlefish than what was in place back when I first started 
fishing for them. While I agree wholeheartedly that the Paddlefish needs protection, something needs 
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to be done to make the paddlefish fishing experience more enjoyable.        Probably the most hurtful 
regulation for the myself and the guys I fish with was the elimination of the ability to fish at night. 
Some of the most memorable paddle fishing we ever had was at night before the 9 pm closing 
regulation was enacted. We were told the reason for this regulation was to give the paddlefish a break, 
and to let more pass by the popular snagging areas. I don't agree with that. There were lots of nights 
where none were caught, but the fishing was still fun. Plus, casting as far as you can and not getting 
your hooks and sinker even a quarter of the way across the river leaves a lot of open untouched water 
to let a lot of undisturbed paddlefish continue on upstream. If that is that much of a concern then why 
have the regulation that allows you to keep snagging after you have already tagged a fish?       
 
Here are a few things that myself and my fishing partners would like to see changed:    

1. Bring back the ability to fish 24 hours a day.   
2. No more snagging after you have tagged a fish.   
3. Drawing for Paddlefish Tags just like Deer and Elk are.  

Your stats showing 14000 fishing hours for 500 fish in less than 2 weeks tells the story of just how un-
enjoyable Paddlefishing is anymore.        
 
One final note... Your FWP employees and wardens working the Fred Robinson Bridge area during the 
Paddlefishing Season need to be commended for the job they are doing down there. We have been 
never been treated poorly by your staff. Very friendly and professional individuals doing what has to be 
what can be at times a not very fun job.  Thank You,  Richard Tatarka 
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Thies, Bryan w. Online survey Q4: Fish Management Program. 
 
The FW&P Department needs to include in the fisheries plan a portion that says how the dept is going 
to recruit new fisherman specifically youth.   
 
If license numbers are shrinking a strategic plan needs to be part of the program... The Free Fathers 
day fishing is a nice start. Working with and/or providing money or incentives to groups such as 
walleyes/ trout unlimited for teaching, recruiting, and mentoring young fisherman could be 
encouraged.. Perhaps free fishing for fishing camps that are sponsored by similar organizations 
through an application process. 
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Online survey Q5: Habitat Program. 
 
Whitefish, grayling and others are an important native fish and they need to be managed for good 
overall numbers. Many areas are seeing drops in populations. Let’s not wait till it’s too late or too 
costly to include them in studies, expenditures and management.  I would like to see more of a 
commitment for these native species along with the cutthroat trout that seem to get all the attention  
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Thompson, Toby Online survey Q13: Clark Fork Flint Rock Drainage 
 
I do not want to see money wasted on trying to suppress walleye in the Clark Fork system.  You would 
be better off liberal limits and some kind of education program to teach people to fish for this species.   
 
You won’t be able to rid the system of the species, you will only be spending valuable fisheries money 
for a long time to come. 
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Thurston, Bonnie Online survey Q4: Fish Management Program. 
 
The bull trout have been on the endangered species list for much too long.  It is time to take them off 
the endangered list.   
 
While fishing on the Vermilion River several times this summer, the only thing that was caught was the 
bull trout (of course, returned to the waters).  The bull trout are diminishing the survival of other 
native fish, such as the cutthroat.  There have been many habitat friendly things done for the bull 
trout, but our other fish are suffering.   We used to be able to catch a bass on any given day on Noxon 
Reservoir, no longer the situation.   
 
The FWP needs to start working on a management program that works for all of the fish that are not 
just a sport fish, but also edible, which the bull trout and whitefish are not.     
 
We have recently seen an increase in the walleye in Noxon, and have been happy to be able to have a 
fish that is edible.  Besides the pike, walleye and perch, there is not much good food fish left in our 
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area.  I would really like to see more management in increasing these fish than the wasted 
management on the bull trout - not edible even if it was not endangered. 
 

Trout Unlimited - 
Flathead Valley 
Chapter – Chris 
Schustrom 

US-Mail 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Statewide Fisheries Management Plan.  Flathead TU 
has several general and specific comments on the plan.  Our comments will necessarily be mostly 
limited to sections affecting the Flathead watershed. 
 
First of all, the plan seems to be more focused on an inventory of current management practices than 
on actual planning for the future of our fisheries.  If this is to be a plan for the future, there needs to be 
more in the document on where the future of fisheries management is headed.  Many current and 
future threats to our fisheries are not addressed in the plan.   
 
Probably the most glaring omission is the failure to mention changes in the temperature of our lakes 
and streams and changes in flow regimes that we see occurring today.  If this is to be a plan for the 
next six years, those changes will have dramatic effects on many of our fisheries and will need to be 
strongly addressed.  
 
Biologists have estimated that we could lose up to 60% of our cutthroat trout habitat in the next few 
decades due to warming waters.  We see that happening today, particularly in Flathead waters and yet 
the Fisheries Plan is completely silent on the issues of warming waters.  This is a problem over which 
Montana has little control, but mitigation for the warming that is happening and will continue for a 
long time to come must be a part of our future planning. 
 
There is a fair amount of space given in the plan to the importance of “wild” fisheries, but native fish 
seem to get less mention and are often lumped in with other “wild” fisheries.  Wild fish are of vital 
importance to Montana anglers, but some of our native fishes provide unique fishing opportunities 
that bring anglers to Montana and enhance our local economies.  The Flathead holds populations of 
native cutthroat and bull trout that provide angling opportunities that are (or could be) available 
nowhere else in Montana or for that matter in the country.  The plan needs to recognize the crucial 
importance of protecting and enhancing fisheries and angling opportunities for our native fish. 
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There is no mention in the plan of intent to comply with cooperative agreements and management 
plans previously signed by FWP such as the Cutthroat Conservation Plan, or the Bull Trout Restoration 
Plan.  Those plans set out some of the future goals that we are striving to reach and compliance with 
those goals should be part of this present plan.  
Specific Comments 
 
Page 13:  A management goal of reducing or eliminating some fish populations is based on whether or 
not they affect “a more desirable or preferred species”.  These terms need better definition.  What 
specifically is a “more desirable or preferred species”?  Who decides whi8ch species is more desirable?  
What are the criteria?  Native fish?  Economic value?  Angling opportunity?  Do anglers decide?  Do 
biologists?  These definitions need to be fleshed out.  
 
Page 14:  “Typically where a native species with conservation or sport fish value coexist with a non-
native species with sport fish value (such as bull trout and lake trout), and there is potential conflict 
between the two species (usually non-native species preying on the native species), the management 
goal is to ensure stable populations of both species while not favoring one over the other.” 
 
Management goals set up in past management plans and signed agreements set goals to “Protect 
maintain and restore native fish populations,” not merely to ensure low levels of “stable” populations 
of both species.  One of the goals of Montana Bull Trout Restoration Plan (signed by FWP) is to 
“…manage for sufficient abundance within RCAs to allow for recreational utilization.”  How do you do 
that with extremely low populations of native fish while at the same time protecting a major non-
native predator such as lake trout? 
 
Flathead River Drainage specific Comments: 
 
Page 108:  “The Flathead River is the most popular stream fishery in the drainage.”  This should read 
“The Flathead River and its tributary system…”  Fishing in the river along with the North, South and 
Middle forks and other tributaries is at least as important economically, if not more so, than the fishery 
in the main river and lake. 
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Page 108:   Under the “Habitat” section would be a good place to mention the effects on the habitat of 
the currently occurring changes in flows and warming waters.  We are seeing more spring rain, less 
snow in winter and drier summer/fall periods.  These factors will be major players in managing our 
fisheries over the six-year period encompassed by the plan, but currently ignored in the plan.  
 
Page 108:   Also under “Habitat”, there is no mention in the plan of the many lakes that have been 
invaded by non-native lake trout.  We have lost habitat in ten lakes in Glacier National Park as well as 
Swan, Lindbergh and Holland Lakes.  Native and other wild fish populations have been displaced as 
well as diversity lost within the encompassing watershed.   
 
There seems to be no real plan to deal with this continuing outpouring of invasive fish throughout the 
basin.  This very real habitat loss and alteration needs to be addressed planning for the future. 
 
Page 109:  “The USFS and FWP have completed stream habitat restoration improvements in bull trout 
spawning and rearing habitat.”  I hope it is not true that habitat restoration has been “completed” in 
bull trout streams.  This should more accurately read “The USFS and FWP continue to implement 
stream habitat restoration…” 
 
Page 110:  The Flathead Lake and River Co-management Plan:  “In 2000, the two co-managers 
completed a fisheries management plan with goals to protect native fish by reducing non-native fish 
with an emphasis on sport harvest…” 
 
The primary goal of the co-management plan, as stated in the agreement, is to “Increase and protect 
native trout populations (bull trout and cutthroat trout).”  FWP often seems to conveniently forget to 
include the “increase” part of the agreement.  That should be part of this plan and should continue to 
be included in any new co-management planning for the basin.  
 
Tables: 
 
The “Origin” column in the tables is misleading.  The only origins used are “wild” and “hatchery”.  
These are not actually where the fish originated.  The column should identify fish that were introduced 
as well as those that were a result of illegal introduction.  Species that have been illegally introduced 
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are targeted elsewhere in the plan for special treatment, but they are not identified in the plan.  Native 
species should be likewise identified if they are to be targets of future planning.  Designations such as 
“Wild Native” and “Wild Illegal” would better identify populations that are targeted for specific 
management options.  
 
Management Type:  Overall, the Management Type for native bull trout seems to be “Conservation” 
while management for native cutthroat seems to be “Conservation/Special Regulations”.   
 
The “Conservation” management type seems to be pretty much “keep doing what we have been 
doing”.  “Special Regulation” is in place to protect or manipulate population levels or sizes in response 
to angler desires or pressure.”  It seems that if the goal is to “Increase and protect native trout 
populations”, bull trout generally should fall under that management type.  Since they are both 
threatened and specially protected species, the goals for native bull trout and cutthroat trout should 
mostly be the same.  We (FVTU) are certainly willing to provide the “angler desires or pressure”. 
 
Page 111:  Even though lake trout are listed under the management type “General/Suppression”, the 
plan for the future only recognizes “removal of rainbow-cutthroat trout hybrids and rainbow trout…”  
There is no mention of future planning for increasing the suppression effort on lake trout or developing 
methods to support lake trout suppression in the management direction. 
 
Page 114:  For Flathead Lake, all species are listed as “Wild” populations.  There are currently more 
non-native species in the lake than there natives.  This needs to be recognized in the management 
direction of those destinations are to be targeted for different management directions.  Bull trout in 
Flathead Lake fall only under the “Conservation” management type.  If the goal is truly to increase and 
protect the population, the management type should be “Conservation/Special Regulation”.  Special 
Regulations call for regulations to be in place to “protect or manipulate population levels or sizes…”  It 
should be the same for both bull trout and cutthroat in Flathead Lake. 
 
Both species are federally listed. Why should not the management direction be the same for both?  If 
the bull trout management goal is to “increase and protect” as it says in the co-management plan and 
the Bull Trout Restoration Plan, why not a goal for the future to “…expand populations for 
conservation and catch and release bull trout angling?”  There is no mention of attempting to provide 
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or enhance fishing opportunities for bull trout within the next six years of the plan although that has 
clearly been a goal of past signed agreements.  
 
Overall, the plan seems to be heavy on identifying current management practices and lacking in 
measurable goals for the future. 
 
Thank you again for this opportunity to comment on the Statewide Fisheries Management Plan.  
Flathead Valley Trout Unlimited looks forward to working with FWP over the next six years covered by 
the plan to make our great Montana fisheries even better for our residents and our visitors. 
 

Trout Unlimited – 
Montana/ 
Michael Gibson 

E-Mail 
 
Montana Trout Unlimited appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed Statewide Fishery 
Management Plan. Montana TU represents 3,400 conservation-minded anglers organized among 13 
chapters in the state. TU members recreate in most of the cold, cool and warm-waters covered in the 
plan. We support the department’s goal to achieve management of abundant and sustainable wild and 
native trout populations in Montana, as well as its objectives to provide a variety of sportfishing 
opportunities across the state. 
 
As FWP staff knows we have been dubious about the need for a statewide fishery management plan. 
We appreciate department staff being open-minded and professional when we’ve expressed this 
skepticism. None of our observations are meant to indict the high quality professionalism FWP’s fishery 
staff have long exhibited. We continue to believe Montana FWP has some of the best fishery 
professionals in the country. Our doubts about the value of the plan, however, do not stem from a 
belief that management plans can’t be helpful, but instead they result from the inability, in our view, of 
the department to clearly articulate why the plan is needed and how it will better inform management 
on the ground. Our concern has been heightened because plan development required diversion of 
existing staff time from other pressing tasks. The draft hasn’t alleviated these doubts, however we do 
applaud the agency for developing a resource that catalogues in one place the existing management 
direction we infer FWP has intended for most of the state’s waters. 
 
Shortcomings with objectives of the plan 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Decision Notice for Statewide Fisheries Management Plan 
 

207 
 

 
To us a "plan" implies measurable objectives, an enumerated and systematic description of the current 
status of the fishery in each water, and a description of specific strategies, benchmarks and goals that 
will occur in the future to meet objectives. Instead, the plan largely describes only what is currently 
occurring in terms of species presence- absence, identifies a generalized management strategy, lists a 
prescription for management that is intended to occur in the next six years, and in some cases it 
identifies unspecified opportunities that might occur to conserve or improve a fishery. Again, the plan 
is not without value. It is an important as a survey of the status quo. However it does not include much 
information on population trends, angler pressure, numerical goals for the future, or, importantly, any 
commitments about specific future actions that will conserve or improve a fishery or satisfy projected 
angling demands. Further, it seems to not be as adaptive as it could be should new information emerge 
that demonstrates the description or objective for a particular water mandates changes. 
 
Highlight Blue and Red Ribbon Fisheries 
It would be beneficial if the plan incorporated Montana’s long-standing “blue ribbon” and “red ribbon” 
fishery designations –- perhaps modified to reflect current conditions and angling demands -- so that 
anglers could get a better sense of management priorities. These designations have long been part of 
angler vernacular in the state, and they tell the public that these are the top waters for sportfish 
management. 
 
Highlight Wild Trout Management 
Because of its focus on the status quo, we think it would valuable if the plan included a detailed 
description of wild trout management, where it came from, how successful it’s been, and why it 
separates trout management in this state from all other states. The angling community in Montana is 
constantly in transition.  
 
Anglers leave, new ones move here or visit. Many don’t know about the priority or value of the wild 
trout management that makes trout fishing in Montana an iconic pursuit. FWP could do no wrong 
highlighting this in the plan and blowing its horn a little about this signature achievement. Further, the 
plan should include a description on the objectives of its hatchery program, perhaps reviewing the 
goals of each hatchery unit and the destination and purpose of the fish raised there. 
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Important waters with existing management plans haven’t been stitched into the statewide plan 
 
Rather than simply say that important plans for key waters such as Flathead Lake and the Flathead 
River system, or the upper Missouri River reservoir system, are incorporated into this plan, FWP should 
describe in the statewide plan how the goals and objectives for these waters and other waters with 
existing plans compliment and don’t contradict the strategies for connected waters. For example, it is 
clear fishery management in the lake heavily influences the Flathead River system and its tributaries. 
 
And it is clear that fishery objectives in the Missouri River upstream and below the reservoirs are 
heavily influenced by the objectives in the existing reservoir plan. What is less clear is what occurs if 
management objectives for waters in this plan cannot be achieved because of the ongoing 
management for waters with existing plans. It’s a little confusing. 
 
Native Fish 
The Department makes clear that native fish species are a priority when it states that its goals are to 
“Protect, maintain, and restore native fish populations, their habitats, life cycles, and genetic diversity 
to ensure stewardship of native species and to ensure angling opportunities whenever possible.” 
Unfortunately it then equivocates by saying “Tradeoffs in fisheries management are sometimes 
necessary when two or more species exist in a water body” -- without analyzing what the tradeoffs 
might be or what criteria will be used to protect native fisheries over introduced species. Further, there 
is nothing in the plan, for instance, that clearly states an unequivocal commitment to control lake 
trout, northern pike or in some instances brown, rainbow or introduced Yellowstone cutthroats in 
waters identified by either the Fish and Wildlife Service as critical habitat or FWP as core habitats for 
important native fishes such as bull trout and native cutthroat trout. Essentially, a review of many 
specific waters in the plan reveals that native fish conservation activities will occur “where practical,” 
or “where feasible.” There is no description of when it is “practical” or “feasible.” Nor are any specific 
waters identified where suppression activities to benefit native fish are “practical” or “feasible.” 
Further, we note that in some waters where species such as brown trout are identified as problematic 
for native species, the plan commits only to “identifying opportunities” for suppression. This is not the 
same as committing to implementing activities aimed at benefiting native species. Moreover, there is 
nothing in the plan that clearly articulates a goal that imperiled species that have merited ESA listing or 
identification as a candidate species – bull trout, pallid sturgeon, white sturgeon, and arctic grayling – 
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will be managed so that they can be recovered for de-listing. Every reference to waters with bull trout 
seems to focus on maintaining the status quo. But the status quo means a continued downward 
trajectory.  
 
Finally, because the descriptions of many waters, especially those with bull trout, include prescriptions 
that “maintain liberal harvest regulations...” or create “liberal harvest opportunities....” as a strategies 
to reduce brown trout or brook trout, we think it advisable for FWP to establish an experimental 
design for some waters to determine if this regulation-only approach is scientifically (or socially) valid.  
 
We understand FWP’s Region 3 is planning on testing the effects of new regulations adopted for 
introduced Yellowstone cutthroats in Red Rock Creek to address a hypothesis that competition 
pressures or predation from these fish might be dampening native grayling numbers. FWP should 
similarly test the effects liberal harvest regulations on brown and brook trout have on populations of 
bull trout or cutthroats. 
 
Montana’s Hatchery System 
The creation of this statewide plan is an opportunity to review the hatchery and stocking program in 
the state. Montana’s hatchery system provides valuable angling opportunities across Montana. A small 
slice of the hatchery system is also important for native fish restoration.  
 
We recommend the plan include FWP’s specific criteria for when and where it stocks. We believe 
stocked waters should, with a few exceptions for popular waters in eastern Montana, be suitable so 
that fish can overwinter at least one year. Or, in the case of some reservoirs and stock ponds in eastern 
Montana, conditions should exist so that fish can survive through at least the general angling season.  
 
Currently the only requirement for stocking some waters, we understand, is that there is evidence of 
water. 
 
The plan could include requirements such as these for stocked waters: 
 
1. Adequate water except for years of severe drought. We understand some reservoirs 
And stock ponds run dry some years, and some years they have ample water year-round. For drought 
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years, we recommend that FWP’s fishery management plan direct the agency to stock only if water will 
be available no less than in the summer and fall of the same year. 
 
2. Consider the potential for fish to overwinter in an average winter. Waters where overwintering 
potential is low to none should be the lowest priorities for stocking. Similarly, waters with harmful 
summer temperatures and water quality that reduces survivability should also be low priorities for 
stocking. 
 
Because it appears FWP could be facing a fiscal crunch for at least the first several years of the term of 
this plan, we recommend that FWP identify criteria as we have suggested that are clear and 
unequivocal about when and where it will stock hatchery fish. This would be an important cost-saving 
measure. A number of waters in the state are extremely expensive to supplement with hatchery fish 
because of limited hatchery space and the costs of feed and transportation. FWP needs to better 
identify the costs and benefits of hatchery supplementation with the amount of angler demand specific 
water satisfies. Particular attention should be directed to private waters in eastern Montana, especially 
those with little annual angling pressure and difficult public access. 
 
The plan should also clearly state that in the spirit of improving angler satisfaction, the agency will 
refine and enhance its interactive maps and similar tools to better identify which waters and when the 
hatchery system is supplementing. The current information across regions is inconsistent.   
 
Illegal Introductions 
FWP has now identified instances of at least 600 illegal fish introductions involving 50 species of fish 
into nearly 300 waters. The impacts of this activity on some waters, FWP agrees, have been staggering. 
The draft management plan, however, is soft on illegal introductions. The plan includes too many 
references (primarily in part II, but throughout) where species resulting from illegal introductions are 
managed as a legitimate part of the sportfishery. This approach, in our view, incentivizes bucket 
biology.   
 
As we have in the past, we recommend that wherever a species occurs as a result of an illegal 
introduction the minimal, immediate suppression response – beyond chemical or mechanical removal 
– should be no-limit with required catch and kill regulations.  
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Habitat 
We agree habitat protection and restoration should be an important part of any statewide fishery 
management plan. Unfortunately direction in the plan is scant. Little is stated about FWP’s 
commitments for preventing habitat damage, and much of the restoration emphasis revolves the 
Future Fisheries and the River Restoration Programs. The plan should identify specific threats to 
habitat and how FWP will address them. Further, the department should map out some habitat and 
fishery goals for restoration that transcends the limits of its own funding sources.  
 
Artificial Fish Ponds 
Artificial fish ponds have harmed many of Montana’s public fisheries. The plan should articulate the 
problems with ponds, and state that it is FWP’s goal to discourage new pond development. The plan is 
good a venue to explain the problems ponds create for water availability, introduction of AIS and as 
sources of unwanted species. 
 
Fishing Access Sites 
FWP’s FAS system is very good. It does need some tweaking though and this plan could be the 
instrument for evaluating changes. For instance, FWP should prepare water specific access plans that 
ensure the FAS system doesn’t homogenize river and angling experiences. Not all sites require heavily 
developed, easy, lowest-common denominator access for watercraft. Not all sites need large parking 
lots. However, that is the trend TU members are experiencing. It appears the agency’s primary 
response to dealing with visitor impacts at access sites is always to expand the site, which 
accommodates more use and facilitates more recreational conflicts on the river and with adjoining and 
riverside landowners. FWP should use access management -- combining heavily developed sites, with 
nominally developed sites, with varying point-to-point distances -- to maintain a diversity of 
recreational opportunities on our rivers, and to minimize the potential for creating crowding conflicts. 
 
PART II 
 
Fish Movement 
Because of fish movement, the plan acknowledges that direction for individual water bodies can create 
conflicts with objectives in connected waters. We encourage FWP to ensure that objectives for one 
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water don’t undermine those of a connected water. This is especially important for waters where 
native species management is a priority, where an AIS might have been identified in a connected water 
and where wild trout or native fish management might conflict with a connected introduced sport 
fishery, or where a species occurs because of an illegal introduction.   
 
FWP has done a good job tweaking its hatchery supplementation program for high lakes to ensure 
stocked fish don’t create competition or hybridization issues with connected waters that host native 
species. But the department needs to further evaluate management strategies in instances where 
interactions between warmwater species and popular wild trout populations create problems. In those 
instances FWP should weigh the relative sport and economic value of the wild trout fishery with that of 
the presence of the conflicting species and regulate it accordingly. 
 
Species Origin 
Identifying species origin is important. Without origin being clear and explicit in the description of each 
waterbody, important values today’s sportfisheries contribute might get lost in subsequent re-writes of 
the plan. Because no responsible angler favors illegal introductions, FWP should not be reluctant to 
clearly identify in the plan those species that are present in a waterbody as a result of an illegal 
introduction.  
 
Descriptions of origin should be amended like this: 
1. Hatchery (as described in the plan) 
2. Wild (as described in the plan, and includes where FWP or Fish and Game were 
responsible for the introduction) 
3. Transfer (as described in the plan) 
4. Illegally Introduced (described as a known illegal introduction with a short 
explanation of the adverse impacts it poses) 
5. Unauthorized Introduction (described as a likely illegal introduction, but because 
there is no record of it resulting from an FWP or federal fishery program, or the result of bucket 
biology, it is termed unauthorized) 
 
River Section Explanations 
Though these appear to be meant as the meat of the plan, we don’t quite understand their value for 
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future management. They largely comprise general descriptors of the status quo. And that is valuable. 
However, because they do not include measurable objectives to strive for, describe specific 
commitments that will occur to meet objectives, and include details on how each water will be 
monitored and what the response will be if management actions fall short, they have limited value as a 
management blueprint. 
 
Thanks again the opportunity to comment. We would be happy to discuss our comments in person. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Trumpeter Swan 
Society – Ruth Shea 

E-Mail 
 
I am submitting the following comments on the draft state fish plan on behalf of The Trumpeter Swan 
Society.  I thought it best to send these directly to you because I am attaching two documents that I 
believe will be helpful to you.  I also ask that you make sure that a copy of this message reaches Bob 
Ream.   I want to be sure that in addition to our comments on the draft plan, you all understand why 
TTSS is focusing on grayling conservation in the Centennial Valley. 
 
First, TTSS wants to be a strong partner in efforts to conserve Montana grayling in the Centennial 
Valley (CV), regardless of whether they end up being listed under the ESA, and regardless of whether 
they are a genetically unique “life-form” or were fluvial grayling that were cut off from downstream 
grayling in the early 1900s after construction of Lima Dam.   Regardless, we strongly support efforts to 
conserve them. 
 
Second, we are extremely concerned that some of the proposed conservation actions in the Centennial 
Valley will cause needless negative impacts to Trumpeter Swans, which are crucial to the viability of 
the only indigenous population in the lower 48 that escaped extinction.  
 
We want to work closely with MFWP and USFWS to build a dual conservation effort that will carefully 
blend actions to conserve both swans and grayling in a showcase program focusing on these two iconic 
and vulnerable species. 
 
Third, we are very puzzled to find that the information on Centennial Valley grayling written by MFWP 
and USFWS over the past 30 years seems to ignore the early 1903-08 publications authored by the US 
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Fish Commission grayling experts in Bozeman.  These were published shortly before Lima Dam was 
completed in about 1908-10. These publications seem to provide some of the very first technical 
information on the systematics, distribution, life history and propagation of Montana grayling prior to 
their decline.  They contain a wealth of information that would seem to be relevant to conservation 
efforts today. These scientists had worked first-hand with the grayling for a decade since about 1897 
and focused much of their effort in the Centennial Valley, at their auxiliary hatchery on Elk Creek and 
also at Elk Lake.  They described the CV grayling (other than the ad fluvial population in  at Elk Lake) as 
a fluvial spawning run that came up from the rivers far downstream and did not winter in the Red Rock 
lakes because the lake habitat was unsuitable.  These early publications are readily available and seem 
at odds with the current theory that the CV grayling (outside of Elk Lake) were a distinct ad fluvial life-
form.  It concerns us greatly that current grayling managers don’t cite these early publications or 
explain why they apparently do not agree with the early US Fish Commission scientists who worked 
first-hand with the pre-decline grayling population.   
 
If MFWP has good reason to disagree with the early Fish Commission scientists, current grayling 
documents should cite the early publications and then clearly explain why that material has been 
rejected by current managers.  
 
I have attached a list of four 1903-08 publications that were easily found on the internet.  I have no 
idea what other publications from the pre-decline era may exist.  The US Fish Commission annual 
reports from the Bozeman facility from the late 1890s-early 1900s (digitized on line)also  contain a lot 
of annual detail regarding stocking and pre-decline grayling observations in the CV and in other 
drainages. 
 
Comments on the Red Rock drainage section of the draft state fish plan 
 

1. Public fishing on Upper and Lower Lakes and Wigeon Pond:  The draft plan correctly states 
that “Angling is not currently allowed in either Upper or Lower Red Rock Lakes.”    However, it 
should also be emphasized that these Refuge  lakes have been closed to angling by the USFWS 
for over a half century to avoid negative impacts to swans and other waterfowl.  It should also 
be mentioned that public fishing on these lakes is prohibited by the Refuge master plan and the 
FWS compatibility determination for public fishing on the Refuge.  It would also be relevant to 
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explain that in October 2012, the MFWP Commission passed a new regulation to allow fishing 
on Upper Lake during the next 5 years.  The draft plan makes no mention of the 
intent/rationale for that recent action, which was not consistent with the information in the 
draft state plan. The draft plan also makes no mention of the current proposal to move 
diseased hybrid trout from the trap on Red Rock Creek into the swan nesting territory at 
Wigeon Pond and efforts to entice more fishermen to that nesting pond.  The draft also does 
not discuss the rationale for proposing to move the problematic hybrids into the Elk Creek 
system, where the fish biologists say that they currently do not occur and where efforts to 
restore a grayling spawning run are underway. 

2. Past stocking of grayling and other salmonids in the CV above Lima Reservoir.  The discussion 
of past stocking above Lima Reservoir is stunningly at odds with the stocking records in the 
attached 1993 grayling management plan.  Appendix 2 contains 4 pages of detailed stocking 
records dating from 1899-1983. These records include fish stocked both by MFWP and USFWS.  
We have also found additional information that early CV homesteaders (James Blair and others) 
were stocking fish in the valley at least as early as 1893.  Appendix 2 clearly shows that grayling 
from the Bozeman auxiliary hatchery on Elk Creek had been released on top of the disjunctive 
relict ad fluvial population in Elk Lake as early as 1900.  It is not clear how MFWP could have 
goals of conserving “genetically unaltered” populations of grayling in Elk Lake and in the 
Centennial Valley without close scrutiny of the 80+ year record of stocking and recognition of 
the past mixing of the various spawning stocks. 
We do not understand why the current grayling management strategies and theories don’t 
seem to consider the information from these earlier documents to be relevant or valid. If that is 
truly the case, then it seems that current management documents should cite the early work 
and explain why it is disregarded today.  It is difficult to believe that everything in these early 
documents is incorrect and that some of the material is not relevant to current management 
efforts. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  We hope that by merging our efforts to conserve both 
swans and grayling that both species will benefit. 
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Tuck, Gerald W. Online survey Q53: General Comments. 
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I wish to comment on the walleye limit below Holter Dam, or as in this case the lack thereof.  A few 
years ago the snow geese were overabundant and destroying the arctic tundra where they nest. Did 
the U.S. Wildlife service take the limit off to keep the birds in check?  No, and the reason was they 
thought it would "cheapen" the resource. Instead they lengthened the season by adding one in the 
spring. While this isn't possible with an open season on  walleyes, it is possible to remove some of 
these unwanted fish from the river.. Walleye fishermen are notoriously closed-lipped about a bite 
anywhere in the state but if the Mont. FWP would put out the word enough people would show up to 
reduce the population without "cheapening" the resource. Without a limit on the river the FWP has 
removed the possession limit for the entire state!          
 
If the FWP could show that the walleyes were actually harming the trout population a case could be 
made for the no limit but that is not the case. As a walleye fisherman that prowls Holter Lake in the 
summer, I have noticed a substantial lack of quality fishing for the species this summer. With a ten fish 
limit and the amount of interest in walleyes increasing over the years, the population is in decline. 
 
This will also affect the walleyes below the dam. At the very least the limits should be visited every 
year and adjusted accordingly instead of once every ten years.    
 
The other area of interest to me is the sauger population in the Missouri and Marias Rivers. I would like 
to know what you are doing about increasing the population if there is indeed a shortage that requires 
a one fish limit. Since saugers are a native species I would think the same resources should be applied 
as are being spent reintroducing and enhancing the bull trout and westslope cutthroat  trout 
populations.  
 
Besides a very limited study years ago that showed where the saugers spawn and reducing the limit, I 
haven't heard of anything being done to rectify the lack of saugers in this drainage.   Thanks for 
allowing me to vent and I hope you consider a limit on the walleyes. 
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USFS – Flathead 
National Forest 

US-Mail 
 
The Confederate Salish Kootenai Tribe and the Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks initiated a National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process in April 2010 to address management of lake trout in Flathead 
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Lake to benefit native trout.  The Flathead National Forest as well as representatives from U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, U.S. Geological Survey, Glacier National Park, Montana Department of Natural 
Resources and Conservation, Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks, and University of 
Montana serve on the Interdisciplinary Team.  A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
proposes alternatives from the no-action to varying levels of lake trout reduction and is nearing 
completion.  As you are aware, CSKT will pursue funding from Bonneville Power Administration to 
implement any action alternative if one is chosen. 
 
The Flathead National Forest manages 2.4 million acres within the Flathead River Basin.  Ad fluvial bull 
trout and westslope cutthroat trout migrate annually from Flathead Lake and spawn in numerous 
streams across the Forest.  The river and lake system are well connected.  River and tributary 
populations of native fish are dependent upon lake populations and vice versa.  The National Forest 
Management Act and the Endangered Species Act mandate that we provide for these native fish as 
well as other terrestrial and aquatic organisms.  Our interest is to continue to see a rigorous scientific 
examination of the effects of alternatives that will lead to the best choice for favoring these native fish.  
As such, the Flathead National Forest believes the scientific rational and modeling results presented in 
the process to date accurately portray existing conditions.  Some of the science that is being used 
within the DEIS has come from native fish recovery efforts in Swan Lake where we have been a strong 
supporter.  We will continue to collaborate with CSKT and MFWP in their efforts on Flathead Lake 
through our involvement on the Interdisciplinary Team and extend our support throughout the NEPA 
process in the development of a draft and final environmental impact statement. 
Sincerely, 
Chip Weber 
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USFS – Region One –
Scott Spaulding 

Comments on the Montana FWP’s Draft Statewide Fisheries Management Plan 2012 – 2018 

Introduction 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Statewide Fisheries Management Plan.  We 
support the planning process, and we commend the State, as a primary custodian of fish resources, for 
drafting and distributing the Plan. 
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As you know the Forest Service is one of several large land stewards primarily responsible for managing 
habitats needed for the maintenance and expansion of key aquatic species.  Your draft plan provides 
both agencies, and others, an opportunity to explore habitats and populations of emphasis and 
priority, and to revisit management agendas where more collaboration and cooperation would be 
mutually beneficial.  While we recognize not all of our comments will be adopted or emphasized in 
your plan, our comments on fish conservation issues should provide a context for exploring adaptive 
solutions and should be a priority of both agencies and stakeholders.  Importantly, the FWP Chief of 
Fisheries in his introduction to the Plan mentions sufficient flexibility in the plan to allow adaptive 
management as the plan proceeds.  We look forward to further exploring these opportunities with 
your agency in the future.  Also, as our Regional Office and some Forest aquatic staff are relatively 
new, we see this plan and subsequent follow-up as a key opportunity to further develop and expand 
relationships. 

Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks is commended for progress made to date on key native fish efforts 
that you have supported, facilitated, or led.  West of the Continental Divide, examples include 
improved upstream and downstream passage for bull trout, and related science on bull trout dynamics 
in the lower Clark Fork through the three lower facilities operated by AVISTA and PPL.  The Milltown 
Dam removal and channel restoration is an accomplishment that continues key expansion of 
connectivity along the mainstem Clark Fork River.  These actions allow for historic migratory pathways 
to be partially reactivated for long-ranging fluvial and ad fluvial fish- a conservation key to maintaining 
populations via expanded life history expression.  We commend the role you have played in land 
exchanges and acquisitions in Fish Creek, Cedar Creek, Lolo creeks and the Blackfoot, Clearwater and 
Swan River systems.  Adaptive management efforts on non-native fish suppression in the East Fork of 
the Bull River and on Swan Lake are notable and we hope to continue our collaboration with FWP and 
other partners on this.  These opportunities set up additional opportunities for strategic stream and 
watershed improvement actions fundamentally important to further securing natal habitats for native 
fish.  Regions 1 and 2 of FWP have been instrumental to playing key roles in these efforts. 

East of the Continental Divide we appreciate collaborative efforts to secure and expand ranges for the 
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populations of native westslope and Yellowstone cutthroat trout and fluvial populations of arctic 
grayling.  Notable examples include Cherry Creek (WCT), the Shields and lower Deer Creek (YCT), and 
efforts throughout the Bighole River (WCT and arctic grayling).  FWP regions 3 and 4 personnel have 
played a critical role in developing these cooperative efforts that the Forest Service has been an active 
partner.  We hope to see these efforts expanded as ongoing information gathering and assessment 
further refine ongoing efforts and strategies. 

Plan Comments 

Plan Comments. An overarching concern is that the Draft Statewide Fisheries Management Plan 
appears to focus on current operations.  The Fish Chief in his introduction mentions that the plan 
outlines management emphasis and priorities.  I would argue the plan could go further on priorities to 
telegraph to partners where key synergistic opportunities lie.  Goals in the plan are loosely defined, 
and objectives largely missing.  Partnerships can be an effective tool to increase the limited budgets of 
agencies.  Your Plan is less likely to motivate potential partners to invest in the management of the 
state’s fisheries.  This could partially be a result of not having clear objectives.  Without objectives it is 
hard to see where a partner may have the best fit or most interest in teaming-up with the state.  
 
A much more effective approach would be one more in line with the Restoration Plan for Bull Trout in 
the Clark Fork River Basin and Kootenai River Basin in Montana.   That plan set goals, objectives and 
criteria for meeting those objectives, outlined actions to meet those criteria, and established a 
structure to monitor implement and evaluate effectiveness of the plan.  There are already plans 
available (as your Plan notes) to reference and tier that would make improving this plan less 
cumbersome.  In the Bitterroot for example there is a Bitterroot River Sub-basin Plan that the State 
helped create (Northwest Power and Conservation Council 2009).  Similar efforts occur across many 
parts of western MT.  Your Plan references some of these “other plans” and incorporates or defers by 
reference to some extent.  However, since your Statewide plan is likely to be the most visible 
management direction for all stakeholder moving forward, a “harder look” at some of the specifics of 
these other plans, and direct incorporation of key elements, would really strengthen the utility of this 
document. 
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Native Species 

We recognize the challenges that FWP has in balancing management of native versus non-native 
recreational fisheries and the difficult decision in concert with the public that must be made in 
management tradeoffs.  Similarly, the Forest Service has multiple use mandates that challenge us in 
our contribution to management of native aquatic species habitats to insure species viability and/or 
facilitate listed species recovery.  These challenges come from grazing, mining, timber harvest and 
associated road management, as well as recreational uses often facilitated by our road network.  These 
are often in conflict with our aquatic management.  Aquatic species solutions are not easy to achieve in 
multiple use environments, we get that.  In many instances we have struggled, and to date failed to 
achieve needed habitat conservation measures that fisheries specialists believe are necessary in some 
systems.  And often we struggle mightily with our road management both internally and externally, to 
accomplish what we believe is needed for native species conservation and expansion.  We will 
continue to work on these difficult challenges that we believe are fundamental to native species 
conservation knowing that strategic success will be fundamental to long-term native species 
conservation. Similarly, your management arena requires similar balancing competing recreational 
fisheries and native species conservation interests.  We hope we can help one another advance the 
agenda of native species conservation, even in places where these efforts may be unpopular. 

Further, it is concerning that in 2012 there is not a more recent reference to document the outcomes 
from the cited Restoration Plan for Bull Trout in the Clark Fork River Basin and Kootenai River Basin in 
Montana.  Preferably, there would be an update for the next steps needed by the state for bull trout 
restoration in Montana.  It is admirable that in 2000 the State of Montana sponsored this plan that set 
goals, objectives, outlined actions, and established a monitoring plan. 

The Forest Service in western Montana is working on a bull trout conservation strategy (BTCS) with 
the USFWS that we hope will be shared with you in the near future.  The Strategy is intended to look 
at bull trout Core Areas and Local populations and trends in conjunction with key habitat conditions.  It 
will identify sub-watersheds that we believe are the most important places to focus our efforts to help 
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further secure and expand bull trout populations where most needed.  It is also intended to identify 
key areas of opportunity for collaborative restoration with agencies such as FWP, and particularly 
related to bull trout and non-native species management. 

Clearly, there are large challenges with native species restoration.  This is especially true west of the 
Continental Divide where you have multiple native species with life history complexities, generally 
more open systems, and complex non-native fish assemblages at multiple scales (river, lake/reservoir, 
and streams).  This compares to the east side where more fragmented systems have led certainly to 
large conservation challenges and have limited opportunities for more expansive native fish 
conservation as is probably possibly west of the Divide.  But in the short term the east side situation 
may make conservation more achievable in isolated situations.  Commendably, eastside opportunities 
and evaluations are being aggressively pursued jointly between FWP and the Forest Service. As a 
result, there appears to be more focused management direction by water body on the east side in the 
Plan. 

We commend and support your approach east of the Continental Divide where cutthroat expansion 
goals are more explicitly stated.  For instance as stated for many east side drainages in the Plan, “The 
goal of cutthroat conservation work is to secure populations in habitat that is free from the threats of 
non-native species and much of this work will be done upstream of natural and man-made fish 
barriers. A cutthroat trout population is considered secure when it has a minimum population size of 
2,500 fish, occupies at least 5-6 miles of stream and is free from the threats of competition and 
hybridization from non-native species”.  It would be good to highlight whether this is for genetically 
pure populations or both pure and conservation populations.  This is a goal and objective that is 
measurable.  And many of these drainage sections of the plan go on to state, “The long-term goal of 
cutthroat conservation … is to have 20% of the historically occupied habitat restored to cutthroat 
trout.”  Some drainage areas, such as the Big Hole specify how many miles of stream this equates to, 
and in some cases what is currently occupied by these populations.  Again, providing a metric for 
managers and partners to aspire to is laudable.  Similarly for the upper Yellowstone drainage and the 
Shields, specific goals are great to see: “… upstream from Chadbourn Diversion, the long-term goal 
for Yellowstone cutthroat trout conservation is to have 100% of the historically occupied habitat 
restored with secure conservation populations of Yellowstone cutthroat trout.  This articulates 
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priority and a measurable goal. 
 
A question related to the paragraph above.  Your Plan also states that: “In Montana it is currently 
estimated that genetically pure WCT occupy about 20% (5,950 miles) of their historic range and 
genetically pure YCT occupy about 16% (705 miles) of their historic range.”  If you look at these 
Numbers statewide you may have already reached, or nearly, reached stated conservation goals, 
especially for Yellowstone cutthroat.  I suspect that the WCT numbers are statewide and thus eastside 
streams are far below this target.  Therefore it would be good to clearly state by drainage where you 
are at and how far you need to go.  This appears to be the case in some sections but not all.  It would 
also be good to present a discussion of rationale to support goals for fish numbers and percent 
occupancy of a stream network.  
 
West of the Continental divide we constructively challenge you to more explicitly state priority water 
bodies and locations to jointly explore non-native fish suppression or removal in favor of enhancing 
native bull and westslope cutthroat trout populations.  Stated in your Plan, “It is FWP’s goal to 
maintain viable populations of all native species in Montana...”  A more robust discussion with 
partners and reliance on past and current conservation and recovery planning efforts to refine goals 
for viability and recovery levels that may allow additional angling opportunities for bull trout is 
encouraged.  Similarly this would allow you set more specific goals and locations for actions.  Since 
your plan is to be adaptive, identifying some of the highest priority areas for these treatments would 
be a great start with the potential to expand efforts in the future.  We encourage an expansion of 
discussion with the Lolo and Bitterroot National Forest and USFWS to identify key streams and 
populations where non-native fish suppression/removal could be explored adaptively.   For example, 
South Fork of the Little Joe in the St. Regis of the middle Clark Fork is an area where timing may be 
ripe.  The Lolo is currently pushing leadership to pursue aggressive road decommissioning in this 
watershed for the benefit of bull trout.  Roads appear to be a main impact to habitat as do brook 
trout to the local bull trout population segment.  Full road decommissioning is not popular locally 
but opportunities with line officers are being explored.  If this eventuates we would like the see FWP 
Region 2 jointly pursue brook trout fish suppression efforts in the stream and removal from the 
Moore Lake source.  This is but one example for testing multiple hypotheses about local population 
control and response.  Fish Creek or locations in the Blackfoot may be provide other opportunities to 
explore challenging non-native fish management. 
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We recognize that these goals and efforts require big challenges as referenced in your Plan with the 
following: “The tradeoffs become more difficult when the species assemblage includes both native and 
non-native species, when the species compete with, prey upon, or genetically hybridize with one 
another, or when there is a popular sport or commercial fishery involved.” 
 
“Angler harvest of lake trout is encouraged in Flathead and Whitefish lakes to aid conservation of 
native bull and westslope cutthroat trout.” While bull trout remain widespread in Montana, significant 
declines in abundance have been observed in most populations. Major causes for these declines 
include changes in habitat that reduce spawning success, barriers that prevent movement of migratory 
fish, and non-native fish (e.g. lake and brown trout) that prey on or compete and hybridize (e.g., brook 
trout) with bull trout.” 

Flathead Lake is ground zero for one of the tougher native fish/recreational fisheries management 
issues that you and others face.  We look forward to participating as team members in any ongoing 
and future management planning efforts, including future FWP and Confederated Salish and Kootenai 
Tribes (CSKT) co-management planning efforts.  We also support the CSKT EIS effort to explore 
additional means to reduce lake trout abundance and increase native fish abundance.  Our interest is 
to continue to see a rigorous scientific examination of the effects of alternatives that will lead to the 
best choice for favoring native bull trout (see attached letter from the Flathead National Forest).  We 
encourage more exhaustive treatment of this issue in your plan to telegraph to the public the gravity 
of the environmental and social issues at hand.  
 
Nongame fish 

We applaud FWP is giving greater management attention to several non-game Species of Concern, 
including recent studies that have evaluated the status of sculpin species, as well as prairie stream fish 
assemblages including pearl dace and redbelly x finescale dace.   We look forward to exploring native 
prairie fish restoration opportunities on prairie landscapes management by the Custer National Forest. 

Wilderness 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
U2-f 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
135 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Decision Notice for Statewide Fisheries Management Plan 
 

224 
 

Your Plan states, “Through an Agreement with the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), and the Association of State Fish and Wildlife Agencies, mechanized means (such 
as helicopters or all-terrain vehicles) to stock waters within a Wilderness Area are permitted only if 
such practices were in effect prior to the creation of the affected Wilderness Area. In the case of lakes 
in the Absaroka-Beartooth Wilderness, for example, this agreement means that lakes stocked by 
airplane or helicopter prior to 1964 may continue to be stocked in such a manner. Stocking that was 
initiated post-Wilderness designation may continue but must be done on foot or through the use of 
pack animals.”  We acknowledge this Agreement and we strongly encourage your department to 
continue to support strong relationships and lines of communication where already established and 
to work with us to foster better Wilderness management communications where they are lacking. 

Drainage-Specific Comments 

Kootenai River 
 
Continue to explore Libby Dam and gas bubble disease and spring spill and opportunities to minimize 
downstream fish effects.  Did not see discussion of this specifically.  
 
Did not notice discussion of potential emerging threat of Lake Kookanusa, lake trout or brown trout. 
Threats to bull trout.  Would not want to see this be a missed opportunity to limit expansion of either 
species in a place where bull trout are doing relatively well.(Kootenai River Drainage) 
 
Support Grave creek flow work and efforts to better understand rearing conditions for bull trout sub-
adult. 
 
Consider using recently completed Redband, range-wide assessment to refine management emphasis 
and track progress.  
 

South Fork Flathead 
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Support WCT conservation program and development of local brood stocks. 

Swan 

Support no bull trout harvest. 

Full support to continue to work with DNRC, FS, and TNC to evaluate watershed road interactions and 
identify high value opportunities for improved road management improvements and strategic 
decommissioning. 

Full support for completion of the May 2012 FWP Environmental Assessment for a five-year 
continuation of this removal experiment. 

Also support for full attention and cooperation to lake trout evaluation and suppression in Lindbergh 
and Holland lakes. 

Flathead River Drainage 
 
Support continuation of the EIS effort to explore additional means to reduce lake trout abundance and 
increase native fish abundance.  Also, see comments above under native fish. 
 
Support continuation of jointly pursuing habitat restoration opportunities. 
 
Establish management goals for bull trout populations and recovery.  
 
Upper Clark Fork River Drainage 
 
Request additional attention to bull trout recovery options here.   As you know the bull trout in this 
drainage are in dire straits and have not demonstrated much demographic support from fluvial fish.  
The proximity of local population to each other and the condition of migratory corridors (FMO) is also a 
concern.  But, this is a location where opportunities may increase with removal of Milltown Dam.  
 
Fully support pursuit of leasing or purchasing stored water to supplement Warm Springs Creek and the 
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Clark Fork River.  FS should be a party to these discussions. 
Support managing connectivity with Storm Lake Creek to favor ad fluvial bull trout moving upstream to 
spawn. 
 
Little Blackfoot river- though recent information suggest bull trout are or are nearly extirpated from 
this watershed continue to evaluate system for native fish restoration and non-native fish suppression 
if returns to native fish conservation identified.  Work with FS and partners on abandoned mine site 
reclamation opportunities. 
 
Clark Fork River- Flint/Rock ck drainage 
 
Support East Fork Rock flow evaluation and evaluation of  production opportunities both up and 
downstream of the reservoir to maximize benefits.  Support in conjunction with fish screen on Flint 
Creek main Canal. 
 
Main Rock Ck-Support liberal harvest regs to reduce numbers of brown trout.  Evaluate effects of 
brown trout on bull trout maintaining options for additional suppression efforts in the future. 
 
Rock Ck tribs- support considering options to reduce numbers of non-natives via identifying options 
that would increase native trout density- pursue adaptive management options?                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
 
Future projects that protect additional parcels in both upper and lower Rock Creek should be high 
priority, particularly if they are adjacent to existing conservation easements. 
 
Flint and Boulder Enhance migratory populations for conservation. This statement needs better 
definition. 
 
Harvey Creek-  “Enhance resident and migratory life histories, maintain barrier to protect from invasion 
of non-native fish.”  This statement needs to be fleshed out. Although it is not designated as a local 
population by the FWS, the population in Harvey Creek is very important to maintaining geographic 
distribution of bull trout across the Upper Clark Fork Core Area. 
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Blackfoot River Drainage 
 
The Blackfoot River is managed as a wild trout fishery, emphasizing natural reproduction of free-
ranging and naturalized nonnative trout. The basin is also a focus for native trout recovery efforts.”  
This needs more discussion of compatibility be managing for naturalized non-natives and native 
recovery efforts.(Blackfoot River Drainage) 
 
Support clean-up of Mike Horse Mine area in headwaters of the Blackfoot River and restoring habitat 
to favor native salmonids based on established native trout priority streams. 
 
Support statement of “Consider converting Yellowstone cutthroat trout to westslope cutthroat trout in 
Big Horn Lake in the Landers Fork drainage.”                       
 
Clearwater, Rainy, Alva, Marshall and Inez Lakes: Support providing liberal harvest opportunities to 
reduce non-native fish numbers where possible to reduce predation on and competition and 
hybridization with native trout.  It would be good to formalize what some of these opportunities are. 
 

Bitterroot Drainage: Comments from Rob Brassfield. 
 
“With concern over the deleterious effects of brown and brook trout in the Bitterroot drainage, these 
fish should be managed similarly to pike: “more liberal harvest (no limits) and extended seasons.”  
(Bitterroot River Drainage) Current harvest restriction on the Bitterroot appear to be aimed at 
maintaining brown trout, and are not very liberal considering the frequency that large browns are 
landed by anglers that harvest fish.  By truly liberalizing take of brown trout it sends a social message 
as well as possibly having a biological effect. 
 
It would be useful to have an objective to decrease the number of high mountain lakes that have fish 
species that are likely to be hindering native stream-fish populations in the Bitterroot through 
hybridization or competition.  Bitterroot drainage lakes commonly have non-native species that appear 
to be escaping the lake and potentially degrading the native fish populations downstream.  Examples 
include brook trout in South Kootenai Lake, rainbow trout in North Kootenai Lake, Big lakes and High 
Lake, and cutthroat hybrids in Peterson, Chaffin, Hart, and Tamarack lakes. 
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There should also be direction for the management of lakes for the benefit of other aquatic species 
such as amphibians.  An objective to keep the Bitterroot’s fishless lakes fishless may be a useful signal 
with regard to ecosystem management.  Or perhaps referencing a non-game management plan where 
this issue is addressed in detail.  
 
As stated in the plan, liberal harvest limits for brook trout are standard in mountain lakes to reduce 
issues of over-abundance (e.g., stunted populations resulting in small fish size).  Stunted populations 
are also seen in several of the Bitterroot’s high elevation lakes, most are in the Selway-Bitterroot 
Wilderness, with introduced cutthroat and rainbow trout populations.  These should be managed to 
improve the quality of angling.  However, it is unlikely that harvest in these lakes would have much 
effect on size structure, and other management options could be considered. 
 
In the table called Fisheries Management Direction for Bitterroot River Drainage, the first area 
described is “West Fork Bitterroot River and Tributaries Including Painted Rocks Reservoir.”  Clarify that 
this pertains to West Fork Bitterroot River upstream of the reservoir.   
 
Dewatering of tributaries remains one of the most serious issues for the fishery in the Bitterroot River. 
Rainbow and Brown trout spawn in the lower ends of these tributaries and the river. Native trout 
spawn in streams on the Bitterroot National Forest.  Work with forest on additional FS-state water 
right evaluation and acquisition.” 
 
No mention is made about Lolo Creek, a large drainage at the lower end of the Bitterroot and its 
specific potential for bull trout conservation and partner opportunities and addressing habitat 
degradation and passage barriers created by State Highway 12.  Continue to work with LNF on habitat 
restoration opportunities including road removal and management and fish passage in the highest 
priority tributaries.  Montana Legacy lands project and PCT land to LNF provide an important 
opportunity for additional strategic watershed and stream improvement efforts.  Example: South Fork 
and Granite, and pursue suite of opportunities including non-native fish suppression. 
 
Middle Clark Fork 
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Commend collaborative effort between FWP, FS and partners on habitat restoration 
 
Continue to work with LNF to formalize fish management plan for the Middle Clark Fork. 
 
Nice work on Stateline high lake evaluation and management plan that is referenced. 
 
The Middle Clark Fork bull trout Core area is in tough.  Fish, Little Joe and Cedar are key local 
populations. Consider experimental non-native fish suppression in current connected systems in 
addition to eliminating brook trout from headwater lakes.  
 
Lower Clark Fork River 

Commend effort to reconnect lower river to upstream tributaries and continued future efforts.  
Support future refinements to this passage and trap and haul efforts.  These efforts have been a 
significant gain for native bull trout.  Agree with: Assess habitat use, survivorship and limiting factors of 
reservoir reared or fluvial fish in all 3 lower river reservoirs. 

Continue to work with LNF on Thompson River and tributaries on habitat restoration opportunities for 
native fish, emphasizing Fishtrap and West Fork Thompson R.  Same with Prospect, Vermillion River, 
and Rock Creek 

East Side 

Red Rock Drainage 
 
Doesn’t say how many genetically unaltered and or conservation WCT pops there are or what the 
conservation target in pop by stream mile below beyond the 29% total.  
 
 
Ruby 
 
“In 2007, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks and partners (the BLM, USFWS, USFS, Montana Council Trout 
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Unlimited, Montana Chapter American Fisheries Society, Yellowstone National Park, Montana Arctic 
Grayling Recovery Program, NRCS, and DNRC) all cosigned a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
concerning Montana Arctic Grayling Conservation. This MOU defines responsibilities and procedures 
agreed to by all signatory agencies conserving conservation actions to benefit Arctic grayling in 
Montana (including the Ruby River).”  We support continued commitment to this effort. 
 
“The Ruby River drainage is also home to several conservation populations of westslope cutthroat 
trout providing opportunities to conserve this native species in the drainage.” Be more specific on 
where the conservation populations are and where the future opportunities to expand are.  
 
A Stream mile target for pure and conservation populations would be good to identify to have 
measurable value out there. 
  
Beaverhead 

“A cutthroat trout population is considered secure when it has a minimum population size of 2,500 
fish, occupies at least 5-6 miles of stream and is free from the threats of competition and hybridization 
from non-native species. The long-term goal of cutthroat conservation in the Beaverhead is to have 
20% of the historically occupied habitat restored to cutthroat trout.”  State what the miles target 
would be? 

Bighole 

Commend work on CCA and MT Arctic Grayling Cons MOU. 

“The estimated amount of stream in the Big Hole drainage historically occupied by cutthroat trout is 
1,748 miles and therefore the long-term goal of cutthroat conservation in the Big Hole is to have 
approximately 350 miles of stream occupied by secure populations of westslope cutthroat trout”  Are 
these occupied secure population  genetically un-altered? 

Concur with “Habitat needs and activities: Work with Forest Service, BLM and DRNC and private 
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landowners on grazing regimes to minimize livestock impacts to streams.” 

Jefferson and Boulder 
 
You state generic conservation goal but does not state where conservation or genetically unaltered 
populations are or where you may be headed. 
 
Madison River 
 
You have702 miles of conservation population but how many miles of genetically unaltered now?   
 
Gallatin R 
 
Document states you have only one pure WCT population, but have a 20% of historic occupancy goal.  
What do you have and how much work remains to achieve this goal. 
 
Upper Yellowstone 
 
Agree with Shields river approach (upper = 54 miles, how many more miles in other streams to achieve 
target?  
 
Are there cooperative opportunities for WCT restoration in West Rosebud?  
 
Middle Yellowstone 
 
Are there cooperative opportunities for YCT restoration in Pryors?  
 
Upper Missouri down from Three Forks and other Drainages 
I like displaying what is existing for WCT populations: 56.9 and 36.1 genetically unaltered and 
conservation, respectively; and similarly displayed for the Smith, Sun, Teton and Belt Ck, and Judith Ck 
Drainages.  This level of information provides a good road map of where WCT conservation is at and 
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provides a nice benchmark for the established 20% goal. 

Discussion of Fish Management Alternatives 
 
Alt B increase emphasis on native and wild fish management-  It appears that this alternative is 
unrealistically framed.  It is framed such that one would never select it.  This is not unlike when the FS 
develops a no-action alternative that often has very little chance of becoming the preferred.  Why 
advance an impossible alternative?  Your management document early on even states: “Of equal 
importance, the presence of non-native fish in Montana (species that are not native to the state) has 
forever changed the status and management of many native species,”  This re-enforces that alternative 
2 for fish management is not well structured. 
 
I would suggest that you temper the alternative such that there is increased emphasis on non-native 
fish management beyond the opportunistic status quo.  You should not emphasize pre-European 
conditions, as that is impossible.  You could parse this alternative and emphasize certain areas, 
especially if ESA listed fish exist and recovery may take effort greater from all parties than the status 
quo.  I present some examples for the middle Clark Fork in comments above. 
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US FWS/ 
Fredenberg, Wade 

Online Survey Q4: Fish Management Program. 
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has long supported the concept of a Statewide Fisheries 
Management Plan, for many of the same reasons you articulated both in the document and at the 
public meetings. We believe it will improve transparency, reduce conflict amongst agencies and your 
constituency, and could be helpful in focusing scarce resources on important waters. To that end, we 
applaud MFWP for taking this first step.  
 
The following comments represent U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service response to the DRAFT Statewide 
Fisheries Management Plan. These comments relate only to waters of FWP Regions 1 and 2 west of the 
Continental Divide and are focused primarily on the intersection between your plan and the Service's 
Trust responsibilities for furthering the recovery of ESA-listed bull trout. While we are also concerned 
about native westslope cutthroat trout in FWP Regions 1 and 2, most of our comments addressing bull 
trout relate to the cutthroat trout found in those same waters as well.  
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In large measure, this document is not so much a forward-looking plan as it is documentation of 
existing management direction and justification of why the current program is in place. As this is the 
initial version of a Statewide Plan, that may be a necessary course. However, much of our concern 
focuses on the lack of specificity going forward. As you are well aware, with the nearly 15-year history 
of bull trout listing under the ESA, much has been accomplished with regard to shoring up information 
on the distribution and abundance of bull trout within the State of Montana. With the majority of that 
information provided by MFWP staff, USFWS was able to designate 4,919 km (3,057 miles) of streams 
and 89,626 hectares (221,471 acres) of lakes and reservoirs as critical habitat for bull trout in October, 
2010 (see attached maps). It is our expectation that the State of Montana and other partners will 
continue to work within the constraints of your program to further the goals of recovery of bull trout 
in these designated waters, as all Federal agencies are required to do under the Endangered Species 
Act.  
 
In the DRAFT Plan, so far as we can tell, in every water where bull trout presently occur the 
Management Type is listed as "Conservation" or, in a few cases (e.g., Koocanusa, Hungry Horse, Swan) 
"Conservation / Special Regulations". The real meat of this Plan is in those "Management Direction" 
capsules. In almost all cases the Management Direction for bull trout mentions "yearlong closure on 
angling for bull trout", albeit not really an option.  
 
There is, however, considerable variation in the management prescriptions for bull trout waters in 
various portions of MFWP Region 1. In some circumstances (e.g., the Kootenai) the plan states" 
"continue to work with agencies and mining interests to improve habitat in core areas". In the Tobacco 
River drainage (Grave Creek) the plan specifically mentions: "work with irrigators and agencies to 
eliminate adult loss and reduce/eliminate fry loss in system." Some of these are not fisheries 
management objectives per se and it's not clear why a few habitat objectives were highlighted but 
many others are ignored.   
 
In Swan, Holland, and Lindbergh lakes the management direction is to "enhance migratory populations 
for conservation." For Flathead Lake and River, Whitefish Lake and River, and the Stillwater Lakes and 
River, the sole management direction for bull trout is to "continue yearlong closure on angling for bull 
trout." An unstated conclusion that could be drawn from this is that bull trout conservation in the 
Swan is a higher priority than in the Flathead, Stillwater and Whitefish systems, since in the latter cases 
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conservation is not part of the direction?  
 
In portions of the Lower Clark Fork (generally the Avista project area downstream of the confluence of 
the Flathead River) there are additional strategies proposed under Management Direction. They 
include "continue to monitor population trends", "re-establish volitional fish connectivity", "continue 
upstream and downstream bull trout transport programs", "assess habitat use, survivorship and 
limiting factors of reservoirs", and "administer Montana portion of Avista fisheries mitigation 
program." In the case of Thompson Falls Reservoir "continue to operate the fishway for PPL Montana" 
and in the case of Noxon and Cabinet Gorge Dams "re-establish volitional fish passage past Noxon 
Rapids and Cabinet Gorge Dams." These are accepted objectives under the Avista Native Salmonid 
Restoration Plan, but actions such as monitoring, assessing habitat use, and stressing connectivity are 
broader objectives for all bull trout waters. We are confused about why they appear only here in the 
DRAFT Plan.   
 
In general, there seems to be a randomness to Management Direction elements that are presented 
in the plan that does not necessarily match up with the previous interagency efforts to identify 
limiting factors (e.g., found in the DRAFT bull trout recovery plan (1992) and conservation status 
assessment and five-year review (2008)). In particular, there's a lack of focus on resolving the 
conflicting objectives of managing for both bull trout and nonnative species within the same core 
areas.  
 
Within Region 1, the DRAFT Plan does adequately articulate fisheries management direction related to 
angling, for waters where experimental fisheries are approved under Section 10(a)1(A) of the ESA. For 
example, in Koocanusa to continue to "provide catch-release recreational opportunity and reinstate 
limited harvest if compatible" and it further highlights the continuing monitoring required by FWS 
under the Recovery Permit. For Hungry Horse Reservoir the Management Direction for bull trout is to 
"Regulate harvest and monitor migratory populations for conservation and angling through a catch 
card system." For the South Fork Flathead River the prescription is to "manage for catch-and-release 
angling through a catch card permit system." For Swan Lake it mentions "catch and release fishing 
allowed but not harvest." Is it not a management objective to restore the lost harvest opportunity in 
Swan Lake in the next six years? (Swan River Drainage) We note that for the rest of western Montana, 
angling of bull trout is prohibited under both State regulation and the ESA 4(d) Rule, as currently 
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written.  
 
Throughout MFWP Region 2 the standard Management Direction for bull trout is "Continue yearlong 
closure for bull trout. Enhance migratory and resident populations for conservation." There are only 
a few minor variations in the wording. This is, in essence, in line with the ESA requirements, but we are 
disappointed that there is little to no proactive bull trout recovery activity proposed under specific 
management direction by water. This is particularly surprising in the case of high profile waters like 
Rock Creek, the Blackfoot River, Fish Creek, and the upper Bitterroot River headwaters where 
considerable investment has already been made by both public and private entities in protecting or 
restoring habitat to support native fish. In essence, the plan guidance seems to boil down to protecting 
bull trout where they occur (as required under the ESA) but deferring proactive efforts to improve the 
status quo. Continuing the status quo is unlikely to result in meaningful strides toward recovery of 
ESA-listed bull trout. We recognize that MFWP, the Forest Service, and other agencies have many 
biologists on the ground who are in fact dedicating much of their effort to the conservation of native 
species. However, we are disappointed that this DRAFT Statewide Fisheries Management Plan provides 
little in the way of support and additional tools for them to use in facilitating that outcome. This DRAFT 
Plan does not really embrace proactive bull trout recovery opportunities so much as it simply 
implements the minimum standards that already apply, leaving future direction uncertain.  
 
Having remarked about the active bull trout management direction, we are even more concerned that 
the most glaring deficiencies of this DRAFT Plan, in terms of fostering bull trout recovery, have to do 
with the Management Direction for other introduced species. There is nothing new proposed in the 
DRAFT Plan in the way of commitment to control of lake trout, brown trout, and brook trout in 
important waters designated as bull trout core areas and local populations, previously defined as 
critical habitat. Following, are some of our specific concerns, one species at a time.  
 
BROOK TROUT  
 
For brook trout, most important spawning and rearing streams list Suppression as the Management 
Type for brook trout, but the wording for Management Direction typically is something like "where 
practical, maintain liberal harvest opportunities" and "where feasible reduce/eliminate competing 
populations to meet native species goals." The problem as we see it is that no waters are specifically 
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identified as areas where these practices are considered "practical" or "feasible" and the end result 
could even serve to limit any new suppression proposals. Specifically:  
 

• Swan River - brook trout are widespread and prolific and hybridization events with bull trout 
are common in nearly all local populations - yet the Management Type in the DRAFT Plan is 
"General" rather than "Suppression" and would "allow for harvest of brook trout in tributaries 
that do not contain bull trout" rather than initiating a more aggressive and proactive approach. 
A more aggressive approach may be warranted in light of threats presented by the recent lake 
trout introduction.  

• Upper Clark Fork and its' tributaries - brook trout management is lumped generally with brown 
trout and rainbow trout. While most areas would allow fairly liberal angler harvest (a method 
we recognize as largely ineffective from a scientific perspective) there is no meaningful 
proposal to reduce brook trout numbers and the attendant hybridization threat by any more 
effective active measures.  

• West Fork Bitterroot River and tributaries to the mainstem Bitterroot River - the Management 
Type for brook trout is to use "General" strategies to "reduce numbers to lessen competition 
and hybridization and help meet native trout goals". Again, it is not clear how those objectives 
will be achieved without any active suppression effort.  

• In large open tributary systems to the Middle Clark Fork that contain bull trout (e.g., St. Regis 
River, Rattlesnake Creek, Grant Creek, Trout Creek, Albert Creek) and some not mentioned 
that are also designated as critical habitat for bull trout (e.g., Petty and Cedar Creeks), the 
Management Type is for General/Suppression for brook trout with provisions for "liberal 
harvest opportunity and reduction of numbers if possible." But again, no specific suppression 
strategies or target areas are mentioned.  

 
BROWN TROUT  
 
Brown trout are spreading throughout the Clark Fork system and are a growing concern. While we 
lack scientific knowledge about their interaction with native species, there is no dispute about the 
fact that their niche overlaps very directly with bull trout and there are documented instances of 
redd superimposition.  
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• Kootenai River (downstream of Kootenai Falls) is one location where Suppression is specifically 
targeted and Management Direction is to "identify status of this illegally introduced species" 
and "identify opportunities to reduce or eliminate.....". But, "identifying opportunities" is much 
less aggressive than actively seeking to suppress a worrisome and apparently expanding 
population. (Kootenai River Drainage) If there is one thing that past suppression programs have 
shown us, it's that failure to act convincingly early in the cycle has consequences resulting in 
long-term, expensive programs of questionable effectiveness.  

• Clark Fork headwaters (including Warm Springs Creek and the upper 70 miles of the mainstem 
Clark Fork River) brown trout are emerging as an increasing threat to any opportunity for bull 
trout recovery. This DRAFT Statewide Fisheries Management Plan lumps brown, brook and 
rainbow trout, even though they are functionally very different species. In Warm Springs Creek, 
the last stronghold for bull trout in the upper Clark Fork, there is Management Direction for 
brown trout to "manage for harvest opportunity and reduce numbers" with apparent 
consideration of more active suppression upstream of Meyers Dam.  

• Clark Fork mainstem (70 miles, upstream of Flint Creek confluence) the management direction 
for brown trout is to impose Quality / Special Regulations with a management direction to 
"support quality angling opportunity" and "ensure connectivity with important spawning 
tributaries to provide for natural recruitment." This strategy would appear to basically write off 
the entire upper Clark Fork for bull trout, except for a small refugia in upper Warm Springs 
Creek.  

• A similar prescription is in place for the next downstream 52-mile reach of the Clark Fork River 
(Flint Creek confluence to the Blackfoot River confluence) and the Flint Creek mainstem where 
brown trout are proposed to be managed by Quality / Special Regulations to "support quality 
(1,000 trout / mile) angling opportunity". That's 122 miles of the Clark Fork, which is the 
mainstem migratory corridor for bull trout and listed as critical habitat - where brown trout 
enhancement is the primary management objective. How will conflicting management 
objectives be accomplished, scientifically, if in fact the two species are in direct competition?  

• Only in existing bull trout strongholds of Boulder Creek (a Flint Creek tributary) and Harvey 
Creek are brown trout to be managed with "liberal harvest to reduce numbers and lessen 
competition with native trout." Again, this appears to be a refugia prescription for management 
of bull trout that is designed to maintain a few disconnected resident populations rather than 
providing for any meaningful recovery of migratory bull trout. This approach has not worked in 
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other places and seems destined to failure over time as fragmentation becomes more 
pronounced in the face of climate change and ever-increasing angler use.  

• In 62 miles of the Rock Creek mainstem, where brown trout numbers have recently expanded 
dramatically (described elsewhere in the text of the plan) the Management Type is listed as 
"Special Regulations" rather than "Suppression" and the Management Direction is to "maintain 
liberal harvest regulations to allow for harvest opportunity and reduce numbers to lessen 
competition with and predation on native trout." This is a strategy that clearly calls for the 
status quo, which has failed to date to blunt any increase in brown trout, with uncertain 
consequences to the future of bull trout.  

• In tributaries to Rock Creek (bull trout spawning and rearing habitat) the Management type is 
also listed as General, but the Management Direction would "allow liberal harvest" of brown, 
rainbow and brook trout while "other options to reduce numbers would be considered if those 
options would increase native trout density and WCT angling opportunity." It's unclear how 
that determination would be made since no active experimentation is proposed to determine 
"if those options would increase native trout density and WCT angling opportunity".  

• A similar prescription is proposed for East Fork Reservoir and the East Fork Rock Creek 
downstream of East Fork Dam, an increasingly important bull trout refugium.  

• The same is also proposed for the Blackfoot River and tributaries, including the North Fork, 
Monture Creek, Copper/Landers Forks, and the Clearwater River drainage, all bull trout 
strongholds being rapidly compromised by brown trout expansion. If such a strategy is to 
proceed in the life of this plan (2012-2018) it seems imperative that some test streams be 
designated and targeted for meaningful brown trout and brook trout reduction.  

• In the 35 miles of the lower Blackfoot River (Clearwater to confluence with the Clark Fork) the 
prescription to reduce nonnatives is even softer, with a commitment to Quality/Special 
Regulations for nonnative brown and rainbow trout and a management direction to "maintain 
present numbers and sizes." This seems in direct conflict with the impetus for restored 
connectivity provided by the removal of Milltown Dam and the commitment of management 
direction for bull trout to "continue to maintain and enhance bull trout where practical." 
Apparently, the unstated conclusion is that recovery of bull trout is not "practical" in the 
mainstem Blackfoot River?  

• In the Clearwater Lake chain (Clearwater, Rainy, Alva, Marshall, Inez, Salmon, Seeley, and 
Placid) brown and brook trout Management Type is General with "liberal harvest opportunity 
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geared to reduce numbers where possible" and "where native trout numbers and angling 
opportunity would increase." Again, there is no transparent strategy to test this approach 
provided within the plan.  

• In the East Fork and West Fork Bitterroot River (below Painted Rocks) brown trout are singled 
out for Special Regulations Management Type and the direction is to "maintain liberal harvest" 
and "consider management (presumably some form of active suppression - though it doesn't 
say that) "if" it would improve native trout numbers and WCT angling opportunities." As before, 
no strategy is proposed in the 6-year planning cycle, which could arguably close the door on any 
near-term action.  

• A similar prescription is written for Skalkaho Creek and other tributaries to the upper mainstem 
Bitterroot River. For the upper mainstem Bitterroot River (30 miles from confluence of East and 
West Forks downstream to Blodgett Creek) brown trout and rainbow trout Management Type 
is lumped together under Special Regulations with a management direction to "maintain status 
quo, but consider reducing numbers and distribution if it would improve native trout numbers 
and WCT distribution." It is somewhat confounding that the interaction of rainbow trout and 
westslope cutthroat trout is lumped with the interaction of brown trout and bull trout as a 
single prescription, since they include very different elements of hybridization/competition and 
predation.  

• In the lower (50 miles) of the Bitterroot River (Blodgett Creek to Clark Fork) rainbow and brown 
trout are to be managed with Special Regulations to "support quality angling opportunity" with 
apparently no consideration for bull trout recovery. Tributaries to this reach are to be managed 
to "enhance rainbow and brown trout that provide recruitment to the mainstem where not 
located in reaches with abundant native trout." This seems like a chicken and egg exercise. It 
remains to be determined whether bull trout can persist in the upper Bitterroot with no 
functional migratory connection to the Clark Fork and expansion of nonnative competitors in 
the lower basin.  

• In the mainstem Clark Fork River from the confluence of the Blackfoot downstream to the 
confluence of the Flathead (120 miles) brown and rainbow trout are considered together for 
Quality / Special Regulations to "protect adults and fishery quality" and "enhance natural 
recruitment in areas that are not native trout strongholds." It remains to be determined 
whether promoting the apparent Balkanization of spawning and rearing habitat into separate 
entities for native and nonnative fish that share common foraging, migrating, and 
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overwintering habitat will foster any meaningful increment of recovery for bull trout and 
cutthroat trout. It is particularly concerning, given the downstream emphasis on restoring 
connectivity of migratory bull trout from Lake Pend Oreille.  

• Even in native fish strongholds like Fish Creek, the Management Direction is to "maintain 
present numbers of rainbow, brown and brook trout" while "considering management that 
reduces numbers of and distribution if it would improve native trout numbers and WCT angling 
opportunities."  

• In other large open tributary systems to the Middle Clark Fork that contain bull trout (e.g., St. 
Regis River, Rattlesnake Creek, Grant Creek, Trout Creek, Albert Creek) and some not 
mentioned that are also designated as critical habitat for bull trout (e.g., Petty, Cedar) the 
Management Type selected is for Quality/Special Regulations for rainbow and brown trout 
(again, lumped together) with the previously described management direction to "protect adult 
spawners" and "enhance natural recruitment in areas that are not native trout strongholds."  

• For the lowermost reaches of the Clark Fork River in Montana (32 miles from the confluence 
with the Flathead River to the Idaho border) and including Thompson Falls Reservoir (969 acres) 
all other species except bull trout are lumped together with a simple General management 
prescription to "Continue to monitor distribution and status." This is a default to hands off 
management.  

• In the Thompson River mainstem (55 miles) the combined rainbow and brown trout fishery is to 
be managed with Special Regulations to "provide angling opportunity for larger trout with 
restrictive regulations" while "minimizing impacts on native fish." No description is provided for 
how these conflicting mandates can be accomplished, though management direction for the 
major bull trout spawning and rearing tributaries in Fish Trap Creek and the West Fork 
Thompson River is to "continue to monitor distribution and status."  

• The same prescription is provided for other important bull trout local populations tributary to 
Noxon Reservoir in Prospect Creek, Graves Creek, Vermilion River, Trout Creek, Rock Creek and 
Swamp Creek. There is no proposal to modify existing fish abundance or assemblages in these 
drainages and it's not clear whether the 6-year plan will preclude development of such 
proposals prior to 2018.  

• Similarly, in Cabinet Gorge Reservoir the primary prescription is to employ General 
Management and "continue to monitor" for the next 6 years.  

• In the lone exception, there is proposed management direction to "continue to exclude 
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introduced salmonids (i.e., rainbow, brown, and brook trout) from the East Fork Bull River." This 
is an important bull trout spawning and rearing stream and similar prescriptions would seem to 
be warranted in many other similarly important waters, as noted above.  

 
LAKE TROUT  
 
The scientific data are unambiguous in indicating that bull trout recovery in ad fluvial habitats is 
incompatible with establishment of large populations of lake trout.  
 

• In Spar Lake, one of the few lake trout populations in the watershed is proposed for more 
"active management for larger fish and to maintain current opportunity". The increasing 
incidence of lake trout in the Kootenai River makes this management direction risky, even if 
there is not direct hydrologic connectivity. The direction in the DRAFT Plan is helping to create 
demand for lake trout in the area and providing an additional source for illegal transplant.  

• In Swan, Holland and Lindbergh lakes the Management Type is Suppression with emphasis on 
benefitting "native fish and recreationally important kokanee". A similar emphasis should occur 
in the Swan River, but is currently missing.  

• Most discouraging, in Flathead Lake and the Flathead River headwaters lake trout are lumped 
together in the table with many other introduced species (lake whitefish, northern pike, yellow 
perch, brook trout, rainbow trout, and black crappie) with the Management Type listed as 
General/Suppression and the Management Direction described as "provide angling harvest 
opportunity to reduce numbers to help meet native species goals" and "coordinate with CSKT 
on lake trout management". This is exceedingly scant coverage for such a complicated and 
controversial subject. At the very least this DRAFT Plan should identify other documents and 
the forums in which these matters are being resolved.  

• Whitefish Lake and Upper Stillwater Lake are bull trout core areas that have become dominated 
by lake trout and northern pike. Both are in remnant status and the Statewide Fisheries 
Management Plan apparently endorses a continuation of the status quo with a Management 
Type of General / Special Regulations listed for these species and a Management Direction to 
simply "provide angling harvest opportunity." This seems like a prescription for ongoing bull 
trout extirpation in these core areas.  
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NORTHERN PIKE, LARGEMOUTH & SMALLMOUTH BASS, WALLEYE  
 
While the scientific data regarding the potential risk to bull trout from these species seem to depend 
more on site-specific circumstances, there are known cases where predation on native fish by these 
large predators is extremely high.  
 

• Bull Lake (Kootenai), is a stand-alone disjunctive core area. Suppression of pike and bass is 
proposed, but only by liberalized angling which is likely to have questionable effectiveness.  

• In Swan Lake, northern pike are proposed for general management in order to "provide for 
harvest and recreational opportunity." The track record here is that the pike fishery was 
sustainable in conjunction with bull trout for over 30 years prior to lake trout introductions, but 
there may be enhanced concerns about pike in the future if the lake trout population 
flourishes.  

• As noted above (see lake trout) , there is no real commitment to reduction of northern pike in 
the Flathead River upstream of Flathead Lake, despite ample evidence of predation on native 
bull trout and westslope cutthroat trout.  

• Also as noted above, management direction for Whitefish Lake and Upper Stillwater Lake, both 
bull trout core areas currently dominated by nonnative northern pike and lake trout, is to 
endorse a continuation of the status quo with a Management Type of General / Special 
Regulations listed for these species and a Management Direction to simply "provide angling 
harvest opportunity" for nonnatives.  

• In the Clearwater Lakes (Clearwater, Rainy, Alva, Marshall, Inez, Salmon, Seeley, and Placid) 
there is clear and appropriate management direction toward Special Regulations/Suppression 
of northern pike with "emphasis on harvest to reduce predation on trout" and consideration of 
derbies, bounties and commercial methods of harvest to be explored. Why is this the only 
system where this type of Management Direction is considered necessary and prudent?   

• In the mainstem Clark Fork River from the confluence of the Blackfoot downstream to the 
confluence of the Flathead (120 miles) northern pike and smallmouth bass are to managed with 
Special Regulations and Suppression type management with direction for "no creel limit for 
pike" and "encourage harvest for both introduced warm-water species to reduce competition 
with and predation on trout." This direction seems appropriate and we support it.  

• In Noxon Rapids Reservoir, the management direction for both species of bass is to enhance 
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through Special Regulations to "protect spawning bass and monitor derbies." There are no 
plans to actively manage northern pike, brown trout, or other species in either Cabinet Gorge 
or Noxon Rapids Reservoirs. At this time, this may be a prudent course, but only if coupled with 
much more aggressive strategies to protect native fish in upstream spawning and rearing 
tributaries and aggressively promote connectivity through the dams. In Noxon Rapids Reservoir 
a new population of walleye is also proposed to be Suppressed. This is an urgent priority given 
the potential consequences of spreading yet another predator system wide.  

 
In, summary, our concerns are first, that the plan tends to treat nonnative species as a block, as if they 
all have similar life history and behavior and interact similarly with native fish. Scientifically, nothing 
could be further from the truth. The hybridization threat presented to bull trout by brook trout in 
spawning and rearing habitat is vastly different than the concerns about niche overlap and competition 
from brown trout in mainstem corridors and foraging, migrating and overwintering habitat. We do not 
perceive rainbow trout as a particular threat to bull trout, since in much of their range native rainbow 
trout and bull trout are sympatric and they functionally occupy a niche very similar to cutthroat trout. 
However, the risk to cutthroat trout from rainbow expansion is a much different story. Conversely, 
there is a great deal of urgency to limit the currently expanding influence of lake trout which have been 
shown to repeatedly cause the collapse of ad fluvial bull trout populations. And nonsalmonid 
warmwater and cool water predators such as pike and walleye present yet a different challenge.  
 
Secondly, the vast majority of the management direction focuses on reduction of nonnatives only 
"where possible, feasible, or practical", "where native fish might benefit", "outside native fish 
strongholds" or "where the fishery might improve" as a result. On its surface, this prescription 
presumes that we can continue to have our nonnative cake and simultaneously enhance native species 
within the same interconnected systems; a premise that we contend is based on a flawed and 
scientifically unsupportable premise. In addition, there is no structured method within the plan for 
advancing the science, leaving much to the discretion of the individual manager for the foreseeable 
future. If the only meaningful gains are made where it's considered "possible, practical, or feasible" 
then we are doomed to repeat failures of the past and will not likely capitalize on expensive habitat 
improvements that are occurring all across the landscape. The Service does not anticipate that all 
waters designated as bull trout critical habitat will automatically receive priority in the DRAFT Plan for 
native species management. But, in balance, the number of such waters where native fish priorities are 
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clearly articulated and unambiguously supported by the proposed management direction are a very 
slim fraction of the whole and not likely to be consequential enough to support the recovery of bull 
trout.  
 
Finally, at its worst, this DRAFT Plan might be used to argue against or even suspend proactive efforts 
which originate through programs other than those generated from MFWP management (e.g., Avista, 
USFS, BPA, etc.).To suppress nonnative species. If the objectives for nonnatives are to provide "active 
management for larger fish", "support quality angling", or "maintain status quo" these objectives may 
fundamentally conflict with bull trout recovery objectives in those same or interconnected waters. At 
the very least, such efforts would not be helpful. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 

Walleyes Unlimited of 
Montana/ 
Bob Klein 

US-Mail 
 
As President of Walleyes Unlimited of Montana, I represent over 4000 members and my comments 
should be seen by MFWP as representing one of Montana’s largest fishing organizations. 
 
Walleyes Unlimited of Montana, in general, commends MFWP for their efforts in creating a Statewide 
Fisheries Management Plan. The plan appears to be a good concept and one that will allow Montana 
citizens to see fisheries future direction/management in their favorite body of water. The Statewide 
Fisheries Management Plan will also allow our organization, as well as any concerned Montana citizen, 
the opportunity to observe and evaluate MFWP practices are in compliance with the plan as published. 
In other words, MFWP will be more accountable than ever with this plan and as you should be. 
 
The concerns of Walleyes Unlimited of Montana however have been voiced in many forums over the 
last month.  

1. We are very concerned that few will make public comment due to the short length of the 
comment period. 

2.  We very concerned about the flexibility of the plan. The Plan is for six years and many changes 
can occur during a six year period, requiring changes to the Plan. How are changes going to be 
addressed (meetings/public input, Commission rulings??)? 

3.  Recent realities concerning the MFWP Commission are a huge concern to our organization. In 
short, our trust level with the Commission to make decisions based on science and biology is 
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certainly not at a high level. Will the Commission follow  the Plan or will they make decisions 
based on political whims of a few individuals? We have voiced this concern openly in many 
forums and continue to be disappointed that the NO Limit Walleye from Holter Dam to the 
Cascade Bridge continues to exist. The No Limit Walleye in this stretch of the Missouri River was 
made specifically  for political reasons. In fact Commissioner Moody, in many forums, has 
confirmed that this decision was made for political reasons. In fact, Statewide Fisheries 
Management Plan states “HOWEVER, NO EVIDENCE HAS BEEN GATHERED WHICH SUGGESTS 
AN ECOLOGICAL IMPACT TO TROUT IN THIS REACH AT THE POPULATION LEVEL”. In short, the 
science says that a NO LIMIT WALLEYE is not necessary but the Commission says we need 
one!!! So what political changes, in the Statewide Fisheries Management Plan, will be made in 
the future by the Commission? 

4. The Triploid program at Yellowtail Dam continues to a concern. Walleyes Unlimited of Montana 
feels that the program is too costly and that eye-up is too small. We feel that MFWP should 
closely evaluate this program before even considering expansion to other potential lakes or 
reservoirs. Planting fertile fry or fingerlings is a much better use our resources.  

 
As stated earlier, the concept of the plan is a good one. When and if the plan is approved by the 
Commission, Walleyes Unlimited of Montana will continue to monitor future developments  and 
provide public comment when necessary. We appreciate the opportunity to voice our concerns and we 
thank MFWP personnel for their daily hard work and dedication to enhance local fisheries for all of us. 
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Weed, Mark Online SurveyQ4: Fish Management Program. 
 
I would like the Flathead fisheries to be managed for warm water fish. It seems like all anyone from the 
FWP cares about is cutthroat and bulltrout.  
 
If you took a census of what the majority of anglers fished for I know that yellow perch, bass and 
northern pike would be on the top of the list. If you go into the sporting goods stores and look at the 
shelves it becomes obvious what sells if the flathead. Look at the tourneys that are run and the 
participation of locals. Perch, Bass and Laketrout.  If we are only left with cuts and bulls, not nearly as 
many licenses or supplies will be sold.    
 

 
 
W2-a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
137 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Decision Notice for Statewide Fisheries Management Plan 
 

246 
 

Also if we want to keep the kids fishing they want to be able catch and keep fish, Perch are perfect for 
them. 
 
Online Survey Q53: General Comments. 
 
Not sure if my other comment went thru for the Flathead. Generally I would like our state to be 
managed for warm and cold water species.   Right now in the Flathead it is all for Bull trout and 
Cutthroat, what is selling licenses is the fishing for Perch, bass, pike. Go into the sporting good s stores 
and see what the shelves are lined with,  and the tourneys that have huge angler participation are for 
Bass, Perch and Lake trout.  I feel strongly that if we keep the kids fishing we can help them stay away 
from drugs and all the other bad influences out there. They like to catch and keep fish, what would 
happen if all we had left were cuts and bulls that are hard to catch and can't keep.  We are not in Lewis 
and Clarks time and needs and wants change, TU is such a strong influence in Mt. that no one cares 
about what the majority of our sportsmen like to catch.    I also feel that the Noxon area should be 
managed for Walleye and not Suppressed. Idaho was against them and have changed their tune, 
because the fish are sought after and bring lots of tourists dollars to the small towns along the 
reservoir, they are found to coexist with the other fish there why not here. What makes no sense if 
Northern pike are managed and Walleye are not.  I am strongly against a no limit law on Walleyes in 
the Missouri below canyon ferry. People are encouraged to kill as many fish as they want is this what 
the FWP is about? 
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Welcome, Page US-Mail 
 
Comment on Fisheries ecosystem of Echo Lake, Granite County, MT 

1. Personal History of Echo Lake (with apologies for the hand printing)  
Personally have fished Echo Lake every summer for over 70 years.  The Lake is small, shallow – 
Max. About 10-15’, with an inlet and outlet about 40 yards apart.  In the late 1960’s and 70’s we 
had a homeowners association of which I was president for 2-3 years.  My predecessors had 
devised a plan to limit motors to 7 ½ hp.  To prevent damage to the fishery and ecosystem.  The 
cabin owners followed this carefully for many years with no complaints.  The fishing was 
excellent and morning and evening hatches for fly fishing.  During the 1920’s and possibly into 
the 30’s the lake was used as a fish farm and excess food sank to the bottom to form a muddy 
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deposit which is stirred up by boats and jet skis as discussed supra.  Up until the advent of large 
motors hundreds of trout would breach and jump in the morning and evening.  Now in 2012 no 
hatch and no trout rising which I attribute to the silt being stirred up which in turn alters the 
ecosystem. 

2. Fishing and observations during summer of 2012 
On more than one weekend 5 or 6 jet skies and 1 to 3 large boats pulling various devices caused 
a huge wake which prevented fly fishing as I was either contemplating  fishing or trying to teach 
my 2 young granddaughters to fly fish.  The fishing is greatly degraded and these flying 
machines are apparently oblivious about damage to a fragile environment.  Several years ago I 
filed a petition with FWP to declare the lake a no-wake lake.  A copy is attached for reference. 

3. Restoring the fishing and public safety 
I read in September of this year about a swimmer in Flathead Lake being killed by a motor boat.  
I am very much afraid that the same fate could befall swimmers in Echo Lake or the reckless 
operation of the various too large mechanical machines.  When I fish I use a row boat.  Good for 
the environment, the ecosystem and the fishing. 

4. Conclusion 
I restate the request for a no-wake designation as described in the attached petition.  A long-
time Montana lawyer, I’m afraid further disregarding this conditions could result in a wrongful 
death or other lawsuit against the State of Montana and certainly not help the fisheries of the 
State and the “enhancement of public fishing access.”  Finally, in the August edition of Sunset 
magazine, there is a picture of my dock on Echo Lake with the description:   
“Come for the picturesque and secluded picnic spots and the warmer, more serene waters that 
are blissfully motorboat-free.” 
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Wootan, Shane Online Survey Q53: General Comments. 
 
On the Belt Creek Drainage (Big Otter Creek to Confluence with Missouri River) there is drainage from 
the mines bringing vast amounts of highly caustic materials, as well as other toxins. The main channel 
of one of these drainages supports no life other that an orange algae which continually spills out into 
the creek year round at a very steady flow. This is especially evident in the town of Belt near the rodeo 
grounds. I have spent 18 years living in Belt and have spent much time in or around the creek. I can say 
most assuredly that this mine drainage is severely damaging the ecosystem, and is devastating the 
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potential of what could make a fine fishery. Thank You for your time and for the service you provide 
Montana. 
 

Wozniak, John Online Survey Q4: Fish Management Program. 
 
I would ask you to reconsider your management plan for walleye in the Noxon Rapids Reservoir. I feel 
your current actions of imposing no limits is extremely effective.  My personal catch rates have 
decreased dramatically since '09 and I feel it is due to a rapidly increasing number of fisherman 
targeting walleyes. Last year in the same time frame that you were gill netting, there were 14 boats at 
Flat Iron Ridge. They weren't waterskiing. Your suppression activities are not necessary. If your 
department was long headed you'd do everything in your power to encourage a walleye fishery.    
Sincerely,  John Wozniak 
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